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SDI  AND  SPACE  ARMS 


USSR:  NEED  TO  OPEN  SPACE  RESEARCH  LABORATORIES  FOR  INSPECTION 

Moscow  APN  MILITARY  BULLETIN  in  English  No  2,  Jan  87  pp  13-14  — 

[Article  by  Lev  Semeyko,  "expert"  with  the  USSR  Academy  of  Sciences  USA  and 
Canada  Institute;  "Verification  of  Space  Laboratories"] 

[Texjt]  Soviet  space  research  laboratories  are  closed  to  foreigners.  They 
conduct  research  to  upgrade  missile  attack  warning  systems  and  control,  com¬ 
munication  and  navigation  systems.  They  also  study  possibilities  for  devel¬ 
oping  a  land-based  ABM  system  within  the  limits  set  by  the  ABM  Treaty,  How¬ 
ever,  the  Soviet  Union  does  not  conduct  any  research  to  develop  space-based 
ABM  systems. 

The  Soviet  Union  is  prepared  to  open  its  laboratories  for  verification.  The 
only  condition  for  this  is  an  agreement  to  ban  space  weapons.  If  such  an 
agreement  is  reached j  Western  inspectors  monitoring  compliance  with  such  an 
agreement  will  be  allowed  to  inspect  Soviet  laboratories  to  make  sure  the 
Soviet  Union  conducts  space  research  for  peaceful  purposes  only.  To  ensure 
reciprocity,  the  United  States  also  should  allow  Soviet  inspectors  to  visit 
American  laboratories. 

Agreements  on  laboratory  inspection  may  be  different.  This  is  a  negotiable 
issue.  But  the  problem  must  be  solved  in  principle.  The  SovIet'^Union-ls'^ 
convinced  that  severe  control  over  compliance  with  agreements  is  necessary. 
Disarmament  is  impossible  without  verification,  while  verif legation  without 
disarmament  is  senseless.  The  Soviet  Union  is  prepared  to  negotiate  the 
most  stringent  measures  of  verification. 

Our  idea  of  verification  is  that  experts  should  be  able  to  visit  each  other's 
research  laboratories  and  nuclear  testing  grounds  to  make  sure  that  no  mili¬ 
tary  research  is  conducted  there.  It  is  very  important  that  the  development 
of  new  weapons  of  mass  destruction  should  be  banned  at  the  earliest  possible 
stage,  that  is  in  the  laboratories. 

Juding  by  everything,  the  United  States  has  a  different  position  on  verifi¬ 
cation,  It  invited  Soviet  experts  to  visit  its  nuclear  testing  sites  in 
Nevada  only  to  see  that  the  yield  of  the  nuclear  explosions  conducted  there 
does  not  exceed  the  agreed  limit. 
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VJashlngton’s  position  is  not  conducive  to  disarmament.  In  fact,  it  sanctions 
the  nuclear  arms  race  and  tlie  development  of  new  weapon  systems.  As  regards 
the  Americans'  invitation  to  share  in  the  technological  secrets  in  the  area 
of  Strategic  Defence  Initiative,  it  is  no  more  than  propaganda  andi  demagogy. 

I  think  that  the  difference  in  the  Soviet  and  American  positions  on  the  veri¬ 
fication  issue  results  from  the  fact  tliat  the  U.S,  administration  ignores 
the  simple  fact  that  security  is  a  political  rather  than  military  or  techni¬ 
cal  problem.  And  verification  is  a  test  of  one's  real  intentions  and  Virilling- 
ness  to  comply  with  agreements. 
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MOSCOW  ON  SDI  AS  NEW  STAGE  IN  ARMS  RACE 

Moscow  INTERNATIONAL  AFFAIRS  in  English  No  2 ,  1987  pp  60-67 


[Article  by  Yuri  Lebedev  and  Aleksei  Podberezkin] 


[Text] 


-T-  bday  there  is  probably  no  political  problem  surrounded  with  as  much 
I  cotijecture,  speculation  and  flagrant  disin[ormation_.as  the  problem  of 
the  “strategic  defense  initiative”  (SDI),  or,  to  be  more  p feci se7“the  cha¬ 
racter  and  essence  of  the  US  plans  to  militarise  outer  space.  This  problem 
has  become  more  acute  after  the  Reykjavik  summit,  which  convinced  even 
the  doubtful  that  the  US  administration  is  not  only  a  zealous  proponent  of 
SDI  but  is  also  prepared  to  sacrifice  for  its  sake  the  most  important  agree¬ 
ments  ever  on  limiting  and  ending  the  arms  race,  the  very  chance  to  savev 
the  world  from  the  horrors  of  a  nuclear  war.' 

The  inevitable  question  is;  why  is  Washington  ready  to  secrifi.ee  all  jor. 
SDI?  What  is  it  about  SDI  that  makes  the  USA  willing-  -as  Reykjavik 
showed— to  derail  the  entire  process  of  curbing  the  arms  race  for  its  sake? 

It  is  obvious  that  Washington  must  link  SDI  with  very  important,  strategic 
goals.  The  question  is-  what  are  they? 

Of  course,  the  officially  announced  goals  of  SDI— to  create  a  -large- 
scale  stepped-up  anti-missile  defence  guaranteeing  US  security— has 
nothing  in  common  with  the  real  objectives  of  Washington’s  ruling  quar¬ 
ters;  it  has  been  pointed  out  more  than  once  that  it  is  not  feasible  to  create 
such  a  defence  even  against  the  presently  existing  nuclear  missile  sys¬ 
tems'.  It  will  be  all  the  more  ineffective  because  the  Soviet  Union  will _ 

naturally  do  everything  necessary  to  neiitraHs^-theHUS^'CtTonsTTfie'^br^ 
ficially  declared  goal  of  SDI  is  therefore  unco.Qvinc^-tmt-it-h4de&-the^-eal 
intentions  which  are  much  more  dangerous  and  inimical  to  peace. 

The  real  goal  of  SDI  is  military,  scientific  and  technical  superiority 
over  the  Soviet  “Union -.and  the  development  of  fundamentally  new  types 
and  systems  of  weapons  and  the  means  of  their  control,  that  would  be 
much  more  effective  in  their  fighting  characteristics  than  existing  arms. 
SDI  is  therefore  a  qualitatively  new  stage  of  the  arms  race  through  which 
Washington  plans  to  achieve  military-strategic  superiority  in  every  area 
of  military  confrontation,  in  all  types  and  systems  of  weapons  and  mate¬ 
riel,  in  all  forms  of  military  activity,  and  to  turn  the  competition  with  the 
USSR  into  “technological”  rivalry.  That  was  what  Ronald  Reagan  had 
in  mind  when  he  said  shortly  after  Reykjavik;  “We  can  either  bet  on  Ame¬ 
rican  technology  to  keep  us  safe,  or  on  Soviet  promises...  and  I II  bet  on 
American  technology  any  day”.  Thus,  it  is  only  the  far-reaching  goals 
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whicli  tlio  United  Sl.'.itos  conncets  with  SDl  to  iiirike  m  “techiioh^jy^ieal 
breakthrough  in  the  latest  weapons  that  can  explain  Washington’s  con¬ 
duct  on  arms  race  limitation  and  show  the  logic  behind  the  US  administra¬ 
tion’s  behaviour  before,  during  and  after  Reykjavik. 

V/^:  niilGTOirS  "TECHNOLOGICAL  DREAM'" 

hrougliout  tile  po-twar  decades  the  USA  has  banked  on  a  qualitative 

I  arm:"  race,  on  developing  a  “super  weapon”  that  would  make  victory  in 
war  with  the  USSR  “automatic”.  This  policy  has  been  obvious  in  recent 
deeader  and  in  ihat  sense  llu  re  nolini-g  i;;-  dMiu  nt;  My  new  in  W'c- 
•liinglon  relying  on  the  latest  lechnologicai  achiL vemeiits.  On  the  contrary. 
jI  lias  lu'en  a  lealiire  of  every  stag;e  of  the  l.'.S  projuMlc^d  arms  race. 

At  the  sanne  time,  a  new  feature  of  Die  jneseiit  ]>ejiod  of  the  arms  race 

_ is  that^tjie  peditieal  and  military  ambitions  of  llu*  light  wing  of  the  ruling 

Americaif  eliie  to  attain  world  domination  eoineidc  with  rcvolulonary 
changes  in  seionce  and  technology  which  make  it  j^ossible  to  speak  of  a 
new  stage  of  the  seientific  and  technological  revedution  that  is  radically 
changing  soeiedy’s  productive  forces.  mIk-sc.  iwoliitionai y  changes  .give 
humanity  unprecedented  poss  ibilities  for  making  use  of  the  results  of  the 
scientific  and  technical  rexolution.  Unfortunately,  Wa.Uiington  plans  to  use 
them  primarily  for  military  and  aggressive  jun  jioses. 

It  is  important  to  stress  that  the  work  being  eondneted  as  part  of  SDI 
and  other  scicntilic  and  tc'clmic  al  programmes  is  already  yielding  concrete 
icsnlts  that  arc  exj)ress({l  in  a  whipping  up  of  the  arms  race.  Thus,  one’s 
attention  is  drawn  to  US  miliiaiy  1^  1).  I^or  evainjile,  continuing  the 

trend  of  the  lOSOs,  the  inc]e«asc  in  W’a^liington’s  military  budget  for  1986 
was  largely  due  to  greater  military  R  &  D  spending,  which  went  up  by  24 
per  cent  in  just  one  year.  The  main  increment  was  due  to  financing  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  fundamentally  new  types  and  systems  of  weapons:  SDI  finan¬ 
cing  rose  by  75  per  cent;  the  Alidgetrnan  piograminc  got  a  136  per  cent 
boost;  anti-satellite  wea|»ons  46  p(‘r  cent,  and  strategic  detection,  warn¬ 
ing,  command  and  control  >ysiems  52  per  cent.  ^ 

The  US  administration  has  thus  planned  the  most  rapid  growth  rates 
for  military  budget  apjoroju  iat  iorrs  wliieh  ensure  R  ck  D  and  priority  growth 
latcs  for  high  teelmolugy.  Under  w'ay  is  a  kind  of  inlc'gration  of  the  lead¬ 
ing  lines  of  military  teclinologies  based  (>n  the  liigh  tech  scientific  and 
production  base.  In  this  sense  SDI  is  a  major  organisational  undertaking 
uniting  most  i)u]K)rlant  icchnologieal  lines,  scientific  and  technical  re¬ 
sources,  and  cj  eativc  }H)U'nlial  (in  the  I  ISA  and  in  oilier  Western  coun- 
tires  as  well)  to  achieve  military  scitaiiillc  and  technical  superiority  over 
socialism.  Iliis  CDncIusion  is  hoi  ne  out  by  many  statements  and  most  iin- 
j^orlantly,  by  U’S  jualicy.  Carl  IlansMiiann,  an  employee  at  I  awrence  Liver- 
rnore  Labs,  .-uhiiits:  “And  frankly,  if  SDI  goes  away  toinoirow,  some  of 
tlu'se  coDi'cpts  [lie  means  the  use  of  sonic  STl^  develoj)nK‘nts  for  military 
purposes]  will  find  otlier  apjilications  outside  the  SDI  envelope...  there 
are  technological  jmtlis  oj)oning  up  tliat  will  have  a  multitude  of  potential 
applications."  ^ 

^  In  fact,  the  military  and  technical  (MTects  of  w’ork  on  SDI  are  alrciidy 
being  felt  long  before  tin’s  biainehild  of  the  American  President  is  embo¬ 
died  in  a  laige-scalc  AILM  system  with  sjuu'c’  based  elements.  In  other 
words,  the  results  of  the  work  on  SDI  are  being  embodied  in  concrete 
types  and  systems  of  weajHuis  before  any  decision  on  developing  anti¬ 
missile  defence  is  taken.  Jhis  actually  stimulates  an  arms  race  in  new 
areas- -in  most  advanced  teelmologics-  so  as  to  leave  the  USSR  many 
years  behind  in  the  use  of  STR  a  hiovements  for  military  purposes.  The 
American  physicist  Tom  Weaver  has  spoken  quite  bluntly  on  this  score: 
“I  think  if  there  was  a  juirticular  nafiowly  focused  technology,  they  [the 
l\SSR]  could  either  develop  it  or  steal  it.  \\1)at  they  would  have  the  most 
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Ircmble  with  is  something  that  required  a  number  of  iniegroted  iechnolo- 
oies  four  italics— /I w^/iors].  And  to  some  extent.  X-ray  lasers  in  parti¬ 
cular  and  space  defense  require  a  number  of  highly  developed  integrated 
technologies  integrated  electronics,  optics,  and  materials. 

Under  the  American  plans,  SDl  will  therefore  be  a  project  that  brings 
together  a  number  of  integrated  technologies:  laser  technology,  engines, 
particle  beam  weapons,  optics,  and.  most  importantly,  highly  productive 
computers,  sensors,  means  of  communication,  etc.  That  is  why  one  cannot 
but  describe  as  an  obvious  attempt  to  mislead  the  public  President  Rea¬ 
gan’s  statefueni  shortlv  after  Reykjavik  in  which  lie  said:  ‘T  discovered 
That  many  people  aren't  quite  sure  of  what  we’re  talking  about,  it  hasn’t 
been  explained  to  tliem-  SDK  It  is  exploring  a  purely  defensive,  purely 

peaceful  technology”.  ,  i.*  j  i. 

Of  course,  the  whipidng  up  of  the  ‘Heehriological”  arms  race  behind  the 
screen  of  “defensive”  plirases  has  another  aspect,  namely  a  non-military 
one*,  work  on  SDl  hel()s  Washington  to  realise  its  strategy  of  US  techno¬ 
logical”  leadership  among  otlu'r  states.  SDl  is  expected  to  increase  Ame¬ 
rican  political,  economic  and  trad('  might  in  the  world.  What  is  more,  by 
carrying  out  this  progiamme  in  the  name  of  “defending  the  West  , 
Washington  will  be  ai)le  to  u^^c  tlie  latest  scientitic  and  technological 
achievements  arul  the  best  rnind>  of  the  leading  capitalist  countries  in 
its  own  interests  and  ti.)  the  detriment  of  its  pai  triers.  The  whipping  up  of 
the  “technological”  arm>  lace  is  therefore  an  attem[)t  by  Washington  to 
attain  a  whole  pai'ka gc  of  majoi  objectives^:  secure  technological  leader¬ 
ship  in  the  woild  and  st-sp  up  militaiy  scientific  ami  technical  competi¬ 
tion  with  the  USSR  so  as  to  Imn  military  technical  superiority  into  mili¬ 
tary  strategic  one.  Talk  about  SD.l  belLig_a_defcusive  project  is  nothing 
blit  a  flagrant  aticmpi  to  mislead  the  public  of  the  UhTred  States  and  the 
other  NATO  cunntiio. 


FI.  Si-SmiKE  WEAPOi;^ 

As  was  statiHi  abose,  tlu-  latf^t  teclinologits  developed  as  part  of  SDl 
•  ^w'ill  make  it  |)ossib!e  to  eit  stc  fund  uncntally  new  types  of  offensive 
arms-  strik\'  space  wenp(Mi‘«,  i.  o.  laser,  paiticb.'  beatii  and  kinetic  (electro¬ 
magnetic  gnuN^  lioniirig  mi^r.ile^,  sliellr')  \vea[)on>  wbieli  are  highly  des¬ 
tructive  and  capah!(‘  oriiiliiiig  Imgets  Ihoii-mmD  of  kilometres  away  both 
in  outer  s{)aee  and  on  eaith  in  veiy  biir'f  i)eric)d,  in  huge  quantities  and 
selectively,  llu'se  wcajKHis  aie.  global  in  their  range:  deployed  in  near 
earth  orbits  and  capable  of  riianuien vi  mg.  tliey  may  pose  a  danger  to  the 
security  of  any  stale  at  any  inoni'/nl. 

Strike  space  w'eajions  (SxjWr')  aie  piimarily  offeie-^ive  arms  designed 
to  delivei  a  first  stiike  agaimd  the  USSR  and.  its  allie.;.  This  follows  from 
their  military  and  teeliuical  speeiiications  and  Iheii  [losrdbilities.  Thus,  for 
example,  strike  space  weapcni-.  can  be  elioetively  list'd  to  destioy  the  other 
side^s  spcicc  objects,  i.  e.,  s[)ace  satellites  which  fulfill  inijiortant  security 
functioris:  catly  w'ainiug,  ct>nimnrii('ati(ui,  control,  and  the  like.  If  they 
arc  suddt'ulv  [)nt  out  of  ojK‘iatit>ii  tlu.‘  ojquesing'  wc)iild  be  blinded 
and  rendcictl  Ics'^  able  ti>  respond  o{  totalU  int‘a[)able  of  responding  to 
a  nuclear  attack. 

SSW^s  can  al  so  be  ina'd  to  de.^droy  irnpoitant  targets  in  the  atmosphere 
and  on  the  surface  of  tlh*  I'.urth.  Kx[)t'its  believe  that,  using  strike  space 
weapons,  it  is  possible  not  only  to  de.-Troy  {)lanes  and  missiles  at  takeoff, 
fuel  storages,  etc.,  but  aUo  to  cause  large  fires  and  create  electroniagne- 
tic  fields  that  [)aralysL‘  o«  iij>.>et  p('(i[)b'’s  activity  and  the  functioning  of 
materiel. 

Finally,  SSW^s  used  a'^  an  “integi  atia!”  potential  can  sharply  increase 
the  offensive  force  of  nnelea:  weapon.^  and  give  them  a  dangerous  quali 
ty  the  ability  to  deliver  a  first  strike  in  the  hope  of  impunity,  in  the  hope 
that  the  other  si<ii‘’s  weaki-ned  ('(umier  strike  ean  !)e  repulst'd  with  anti 
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missile  defence  weapons.  In  other  words,  there  is  an  objective  intercon¬ 
nection  between  defensive  and  offensive  potential  which  is  expressed  in 
the  fact  that  a  greater  ability  to  neutralise  a  counter  strike  means  a  si¬ 
multaneous  increase  in  offensive  force.  Both  the  USSR  and  the  USA  have 
acknowledged  this  interconnection  on  more  than  one  occasion.  Suffice  it 
to  say  that  the  ABM  Treaty  signed  by  the  two  countries’  leaders  at  the 
1972  summit  says  that  “effective  measures  to  limit  anti-ballistic  missile 
.systems  would  be  a  substantial  factor  in  curbing  the  race  in  strategic 
offensive  arms  and  would  lead  to  a  decrease  |n  the  risk  of  outbreak  of 
war  involving  nuclear  weapons.”® 

This  view  is  shared  by  most  authoritative  researchers,  including  some 
in  the  USA  itself.  For  c.xample,  experts  from  Harvard  University  write: 

A  defense-dominated  world  might  also  be  less  stable  depending  on  how 
l)erfect  defense  systems  were  believed  to  be.  In  such  a  world,  there  might 
be  heightened  incentives  for  surprise  attack,  or  for  efforts  to  develop  new, 
inore  decisive  offensive  systems.”^  This  is  in  fact  an  admission  that  there 
is  a  close  interconnection  between  offensive  and  defensive  potential,  a 
connection  that  means  an  undoubted  increase  in  the  possibility  of  the  party 
which  has  a  defensive  component  to  deliver  a  first  nuclear  strike. 

It  should  be  recalled  that  the  SD!  programme  calls  for  research  into 
various  directions  in  the  development  of  weapons  and  the  concepts  of 
their  usage.  It  is  proposed  to  develop  a  highly  effective  large-scale  anti¬ 
missile  defence  system  for  the  country,  including  both  land  and  space 
echelons.  The  decision  on  practical  realisation  of  this  or  that  ABM  con¬ 
cept  is  to  be  faken  in  the  mid-1990s,  but  -and  this  is  particularly  impor¬ 
tant  before  that  time  the  bulk  of  R  &  D  work  will  be  done  and  a  number 
of  tests  carried  out  on  individual  components  and  elements  of  the  ABM 
system.  As  a  result,  by  fhe  time  a  choice  is  to  be  made  between  this  or 
that  ABM  deployment  concept,  i.e.,  when  a  political  dicision  is  to  be 
taken,  the  most  important  types  and  systems  of  weapons  and  materiel  for 
the  ABM  system  will  already  have  been  developed.  In  other  words,  a  long" 
road  will  have  been  travelled  towards  large-scale  production  and  deploy¬ 
ment  of  qualitatively  new  types  and  systems  of  weapons  and  materiel. 

Already  today,  for  example,  land-based  anti-missile  missiles  are  at 
the  stage  of  full-acale  development.  Tests  have  been  completed  on  a  long- 
range  interceptor  anti-missile  missile  with  the  umbrella-type  warhead  and 
tests  continue  on  a  low-altitude  anti-missile  missile.  The  USA  is  going  to 
do  further  work  on  near-,  medium-  and  long-range  interceptors  until  1990, 
and  their  deployment  could  take  place  in  the  first  half  of  the  1990s. 

Woik  is  cinrently  going  ahead  at  full  speed  to  develop  detecting  and 
tracking  systems,  directed  energy  weapons  (lasers  and  accelerators  of 
elementary  particles),  and  kinetic  weapons.  New  energy  sources,  means 
of  iransport,  etc.,  are  being  developed.  Of  particularly  great  importance 
IS  the  woi  k  on  highly  productive  computers  whose  data  processing  rate,^ 
memory  stock  and  “intelligence**  far  exceed  those  of  existing  computers' 

Spi  IS  thus  a  purely  military  programme  to  develop  fundamentally 
new  types  of  weapons-  -  strike  space  weapons  -which  will  be  many  times 
more  eiTeclive  than  the  nuclear  offensive  weapons  systems.  Indeed,  strike- 
space  are,  by  their  possible  usage,  typical  offensive  weapons. 

^  At  the  same  time-  -and  this  aspect  is  not  always  noted-work  on  SDI 
IS  greatly  accelerating  the  arms  race  in  every  other  area  of  military  and 
political  competition.  The  weapons  systems  being  developed  can  be  used 
not  only  for  ABM  purposes  but  also  in  a  very  broad  spectrum  of  military 
operations  using  both  nuclear  and  conventional  weapons.  In  addition. 
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SOI  R&D  is  making  the  already  existing  types  and  systems  of  weapons 
qualitatively  much  more  effective.  For  example,  the  system  of  combat  con¬ 
trol,  communication  and  reconnaissance  being  developed  as  part  of  the 
Star  Wars  programme  (which,  incidentally  is  an  important  direction  of 
the  work  on  SDl)  is  drastically  increasing  the  possibilities  for  combat 
controlling  US  otTcnsive  nuclear  forces,  is  making  them  more  effective 
and  giving  them  the  ability  to  deliver  a  .first,  “crippling”  nuclear  strike. 

A  good  example  of  how  work  on  SDI  promotes  the  appearance  of  new 
types  and  systems  of  weaporis  is  the  rcMilts  of  US  efforts  to  develop  anti¬ 
satellite  weapons.  These  are  going  ahead  in  three  main  directions. 

First — and  this  is  perhan.-^  the  be>t  known  direction  -since  1977  work 
has  been  under  way  on  the  ASAT  aircraft  anti-satellite  complex,  which  is 
intended  to  destroy  artificial  earth  satellites  not  more  than  1,000  kilo¬ 
metres  in  orbit.  It  comprises  the  modernised  F-15  fighter  and  the  two- 
stage  SRAM-AIT.AIK  missile,  which  is  equipped  with  a  small  interceptor 
with  an  infrared  homing  warhead.  A  number  of  tests  liave  been  conducted 
on  this  weapon,  inehiding  against  real  targets  in  outer  space  (the 
SOLWIND  satellite).  These  cotnpleves  are  e\i>ected  to  come. into  use  as 
early  as  1987,  ami  by  there  sIkmiU!  be  40  planes  and  112  SRAM- 

ALTAIR  missiles  of  the  AS  AT  ardi -satellite  complex  in  the  US  armed 
forces. 

It  is  imj)ortant  to  stress  that  while  these  comj)le\cs  are  tested,  a  number 
of  elements  of  a  future  large  scale  anti-missile  defence  system,  including 
orientation  and  guidam  e  systems,  are  also  being  devclojH‘d. 

The  second  direction  of  the  woik  on  anti-satellite  wcaT)ons,  which  is " 
presently  at  tlie  stage  of  clahoi  aling;  c()ireeprs~and'  coTi^^^^  research, 
includes  the  creation  of  an  aitilicial  earth  satellite  equipi)ed  with  missiles 
with  fragmenlatiori  warheads.  In  adtliiion,  a  study  is  being  made  of  the 
possible  use  of  mine  satellites  whiidi  the  eontiol  ceiitTom^nTtxl^^^^^ 
to  approach  and  blow  up  enemy  satellites,  Tliose  weapons  could  be  de¬ 
veloped  using  available  techiiolcjgy  and  with  little  technical  risk. 

•  Finally,  theie  a)e  j)laus  to  develop  aiiti-satelliLe  systems  using  sources 
of  directed  transfer  of  energy  (high  po\\ei  lasers,  supcihigh  frequency 
generators,  particle  aceidci  ators) ,  ami  cleelrodynamic  accelerators. 

These,  theiefore,  are  Wasliingioii’s  extensive  efTo!  ts  to  develop  anti¬ 
satellite  at  ins,  which  are  going  ahead  at  a  ste[)ped  ii])  pace  using  all  the 
latest  achievements  of  science  and  teehiiology.  Theie  is  no  doubt  that 
they  have  a  militaiy  thrust:  the  task  that  is  actually  being  set  is  that 
of  ensuring  the  rtiost  favoinahlv  conditions  foi  delivering  a  first  nuclear 
strike.  That  is  precisely  why  ex[)eits  regard  the  use  of  anti-satellite  wea¬ 
pons  as  a  prelude  to  a  “majoi”  war,  as  pait  atid  parcel  of  the  US  efforts 
to  gain  a  first  strike  potential. 

Thus,  according^  to  on<*  ^l^^t  sltila'  st'enario,  anti-satellite  systems  and 
space-based  X-ray  la^-v’ts  at*.*  to  d«  -dioy  the  Sc.viet  eat ly  v^aining  systems 
and  communication  satellites,  wliiK'  Ikn  .'.hi!ig;-2  ami  cruise  missiles'  are 
to  strike  the  command,  control,  eoitiifiuiiicalion,  and  [)oIit!ca1  centres  of 
the  Soviet  Union  and  oiliCi'  conutrie->.  Then,  submarine  launched  ballistic 
missiles  (SLMHs)  ami  iiitta  contiticiita !  ballistic  miss7ilcs  (ICBMs)  will 
destroy  Soviet  IC'.HM  lanneln  t..  ami  strike  space  weapons  will  “finish  off” 
the  survived  Soviet  rni'v.ih'N  ami  vital  targets  on  the  Earth  surface®.  Anti¬ 
satellite  weapoti  systems  and  strikt‘  sj)aec  arms  therefore  have  an  impor¬ 
tant  role  to  play  in  a  potetdial  US  first  strike,  and  their  development  is 
a  priority  of  American  imperialism  under  the  SDl  programme. 

This  conclusion  is  confirmed  by  tin?  fact  th.'it  by  themselves  anti-satellite 
weapons  or  strike  spa^a^  waajXMis  camio!  ho  ii'^wd  in  a  local  conflict  or  for 
limited  warfare.  Their  use  will  inovitaldy  lend  to  a  rapid  -^ation  of  a 
conllict  into  a  gltded  ou'.  ,  inin  a  woiM  v,ai,  above  all  bccaus  jt  the  extre- 
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me  imijortance  of  the  military  and  other  installations  against  which  space 
weapons  are  to  be  used.  An  attack  against  them  is  justly  regarded  as  the 
firs't  phase  of  a  global  war  using  all  forces  and  means  and  not  as  a  li¬ 
mited  operation.  Furthermore  the  nature  of  these  arms  indicate  that  their  use 
cannot  be  localised  in  any  individual  region  nor  can  they  be  used  to 
fulfil  one  specific  mission.  Soviet  experts  rightly  point  out  that  “this 
skins,  in  part,  from  the  fact  that,  because  of  the  laws  of  astrodynamicS, 
anti-satellite  operation  cannot  be  localised  (according  to  the  location  of 
targets  and  the  means  used  to  destroy  them)  and  will  immediately  take 
on  a  global  character.  The  situation  is  aggravated  by  the  fact  that  anti- 
satellite  actions  arc  bound  to  afTect  the  space  elements  of  the  strategic 
forces  control  and  communication  subsystem.  And  that  is  a  sure  way  to 
set  off  an  exchange  of  nuclear  srtikes“®. 

Finally,  this  conclusion  is  borne  out  by  the  diametrically  opposed  posi¬ 
tions  taken  by  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States  on  prohibition  of 
anti-satellite  weapons  systems.  As  is  known,  the  USSR  wants  a  complete 
ban  on  the  development,  testing  and  deployment  of  new  anti-satellite 
systems,  liquidation  of  the  existing  systems  of  such  weapons  on  both  si¬ 
des,  and  an  international  agreement  on  immunity  of  artificial  earth  sa¬ 
tellites.  To  make  this  easier,  iri  1983  the  USSR  unilaterally  declared  a  mo- 
y"atorium"on  anti-satellite  weapons  tests  until  other  slates,  including  the 
USA,  refrain  from  the  deployment  of  antisatellite  weapons  in  outer  space. 

By  contrast,  the  United  States  opposes  a  ban  on  anti-saicllite  systems 
and  an  agreement  on  immunity  of  artificial  earth  satellites,  has  been 
doing  everything  to  speed  up  the  development  of  such  weapons,  and  re¬ 
fuses  to  follow  the  Soviet  example  by  introducing  a  moratorium  bn  anti- 
satellite  weapon  tests. 

,  STAR  V/ARS  IS  TI!E  PRINCIPAL  BARRILR  TO  UISARMAMENT 

As  is  known  the  compromise  Soviet  proposals  made  at  the  meeting  in 
the  Icelandic  capital  offered  a  real  possibility  for  agreement  on  very  im¬ 
portant  questions--liqiiidation  of  nuclear  weapons,  ban  on  nuclear  tests, 
and  prohibition  of  arms  in  space.  However,  the  agreement  that  had  been 
virtually  reached  on  major  questions  of  the  day  did  not  materialise  in 
binding  accords  because  of  Washington’s  categorical  unwillingness  to 
drop  the  idea  of  militarising  outer  space,  a  concrete  expression  of  this 
being  its  refusal  to  strengthen  the  ABM  Treaty,  which  impedes  realisa¬ 
tion  of  SDI. 

It  should  also  be  stressed  that  realisation  of  the  SDI  programme  is 
already  at  variance  with  that  Treaty,  which  is  the  most  important  agree¬ 
ment  on  limiting  and  ending  the  arms  race.  For  example,  the  1972  ABM 
Treaty  says:  “Each  Party  undertakes  not  to  develop,  test  or  deploy  ABM 
systems  or  components  which  are  sca-based,  air-based,  space-based,  dr  mo¬ 
bile  land-based”  (Art.  V,  Point  1).’®  Furthermore,  the  Treaty  says  that,. 
“Each  Party  undertakes...  not  to  deploy  in  the  future  radars  for  early  warn¬ 
ing  of  strategic  ballistic  missile  attack  except  at  locations  along  the  perip¬ 
hery  of  its  national  territory  and  oriented  outward”  (Art.  VI).  Finally, 
SDI  contradicts  the  very  foundation  of  the  ABM  Treaty — the  provision  pro¬ 
hibiting  the  deployment  of  ABM  systems  of  the  national  territory,  which 
the  USA  plans  to  undermine. 

Indeed,  as  has  been  shown,  the  United  States  \s  already  developing  the 
elements  and  components  of  a  future  large-scale  (i.  e.  covering  the  na- 
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tional  territory)  ABM  system,  and  is  already  modernising  its  early  warn¬ 
ing  radars  situated  on  the  territory  of  other  countries.  Washington  is 
therefore  already  in  breach  of  a  number  of  ABM  Treaty  provisions.  Finally, 
the  United  States  is  already  testing— anA  not  in  laboratories  either— indi¬ 
vidual  elements  of  a  large-scale  defence  of  the  national  territbry  including 
in  outer  space.  In  other  words.  Washington  is  already  failitig  to  fulfill  its 
treaty  commitments,  and  is  trying  to  get  out  of  them  under  the  most  va¬ 
rious  pretexts.  More  proof  of  that  is  the  OS  violations  of  SALT-2.  The  So¬ 
viet  government’s  statement  of  December  5,  1986  said:  “After  SALT-2,  the 
ABM  Treaty  is  a  prospective  target.  The  US  administration  has  started  to 
gradually  shatter  it  too”. 

This  very  important  document  has  a  restraining  influence  on  the  pre¬ 
parations  under  way  to  deploy  weapons  in  outer  space,  and  binds  the 
hands  of  those  who  would  like  to  sweep  away  the  last  obstacles  to  a  quali¬ 
tative  arms  race.  That  also  explains  the  categoric  unwillingness  of  the 
American  President  and  those  quarters  which  back  him  to  undertake 
(along  with  the  USSR)  not  to  pull  out  of  the  ABM  Treaty  over  the  next 
10  years.  This  unwillingness  thwarted  agreement  in  Reykjavik  on  a  broad 
range  of  vital  questions:  major  reductions  in  strategic  offensive  arms  and 
liquidation  of  medium-range  nuclear  missiles,  agreement  which  the  So¬ 
viet  side  had  proposed. 

And  however  hard  the  USA  may  try  to  sell  the  President’s  stance 
in  Reykjavik,  it  has  become  especially  clear  since  the  summit  that  prog¬ 
ress  in  curbing  and  ending  the  arms  rage,  requires  that  the  United  Sta¬ 
tes  drop  its  dangerous  “strategic  defense  initiative”,  for  it  means  another 
spiral  of  the  arms  race.  Otherwise,  the  world  is  in  for  an  even  more  dan¬ 
gerous  stage  of  military  preparations  which  could  bring  all  the  peoples 
to  the  brink  of  a  nuclear  holocaust.  Such  a  renunciation  calls  for  a  review 
of  q  number  of  fundamental  propositions  of  American  political  thinkipg, 
above  all  reliance  on  military  force  as  the  decisive  instrument  of  foreign 
policy,  calls  for  the  recognition  not  in  words  but  in  deeds  of  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  equality  and  equal  security,  and  for  abandoning  the  illusion  that 
it  is  possible  to  achieve  military  technical  and  military  strategic  supe¬ 
riority  over  socialism.  Of  course,  it  is  extremely  difficult  for  the  US  ruling 
elite  to  take  this  step  but  it  will  eventually  have  to  do  so  since  the  objec¬ 
tive  course  of  humanity’s  devc!oi)ment  is  forcing  Washington’s  ruling 
quarters  to  renounce  the  idea  of  military  and  technological  superiority, 
which  today  underlies  American  policy. 

Unfortunately,  all  indications  are  that  there  have  been  no  appreciable 
changes  in  Washington’s  foreign  policy.  Quite  the  contrary.  Judging  by 
American  administration  actions,  the  US  is  even  more  convinced,  and  is 
now  trying  to  convince  others  as  well,  that  SDl  is  the  only  real  way  to 
ensure  American  security  and  guarantee  that  US  interests  are  kept  intact. 
They  even  go  so  far  as  to  say-  -as,  for  example,  Zbiegnew  Brzezinski  did, 
that  in  Reykjavik  “President  Reagan’s  Strategic  Defense  Initiative 
(SDI)  was  the  principal  catalysT  of  any  progress  reached  and  called  on 
the  US  President  to  inimediately  “make  some  strategic-defense  deploy¬ 
ment  decisions”.  Now  that  is  logic  for  you! 

For  that  reason  it  is  particularly  relevant  to  ask  what  consequences 
await  humanity  if  such  an  irrational  policy  is  continued.  The  answer  is 
quite  simple:  if  SDI  is  not  halted,  humanity  will  enter  a  new,  even  more 
dangerous  spiral  of  the  arms  race,  which  will  most  profoundly  affect  all 
types  of  weapons  and  forms  of  military  activity.  A  qualitative  arms  race 
will  be  of  a'  pace  and  inertia  that  could  forever  prevent  us  from  curbing 
or  even  controlling  that  process.  With  the  unprecedented  complexity  of 
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u  :=i,(l  iiJiituiel  and  a  blurring  of  the  dislinclion  between  iiidi  . 

^yj»e.s  ajid  systems  of  weapons,  international  supervision  of  arms  liHiii.s 
tion  agreements  will  be  difficult. 

The  development  of  “defensive*’  arms  will  continue  parallel  with  quali¬ 
tative  improvement  and  quantitative  buildup  of  offensive  nuclear  weapons. 
One  does  not  need  to  be  a  i)r()j)bet  to  predict  such  consequences.  It  is  al¬ 
ready  obvious  that  if  the  US  conlinncs  with  its  “strategic  rearmament” 
prograniJiK's  (whitii  Wasliingion  is  now  tryiiu^  not  to  say  much  about)  in 
the  next  dc(';Hle  llic  US  will  liave  tlioiisands  of  new  didivcry  vehicles  and 
tens  of  thom;ands  of  niu'lear  aniiniinil ions  in  its  slralrgic  offensive  arsenal 
alone.  In  oilier  woids,  beliind  the  ilosire  in  words  “to  make  nuclear  wea- 
]>ons  outdate(i”,  bnge-st'ale  work  is  under  w'ay  to  dexelop  a  qualitatively 
new  ofTeiC'ive  sfrategic  j)ideii1ial  in  addition  to  that  which  already  exists 
in  the  USA.  flu’s  means  new  iyjie.s  of  .MX  and  Midf^etinan  ICBMs,  Tri- 
dcnt-2  SI  R^.Ms,  mis.^ilrs  of  all  liasin-s,  and  B-IB  and  Stealth  stra- 

t‘'gic  boiiii/..’j  s.  AH  iltcse  .sy.simi.s  are  to  lie  dcjilr^yed  in  the  next  decade. 
And  dcs])itc  the  sueev'ssful  (or  so  Wasliini;t(m  (Haims)  realisation  of  the 
f70I  progr.imine,  no  one  has  halted  these  pi ogj  anirnes;  rather  they  are 
iieing  aiu  cli‘1  ated. 

It  is  ol>vions  that  such  pro^jiects  cannot  cnliance  international  security. 
But  the  situation  will  worsen  still  fmtlier  if  a  new  unknown  factor — a  lar¬ 
ge-scale  anti  nussile  (hHciiee  -is  added  to  the  existinj/  strategic  parity. 
A  stratc'gic  sit !m tion  in  which  hoih  sides  have  both  ulIiMisive  and  defensive 
weapon  systi-ms  is  mneli  i  lorc'  daiunaous  and  inisiahlc  than  one  in  whi(di 
they  have  only  o’lieiisive  arms.  (Xaleiilations  show  that  even  insignificant 
advantage's  on  one  side  in  the  ('iTi'etiveness  of  its  dedensi^e  system  imme¬ 
diately  d('st ahi) fs('  tlu'  eiiiirt'  sirah'gic  situation  aiid  h  ad  to  the  provocatioji 
of  nuclear  war  hhuHi  a  siinaiion  ohtains  e-ven  if  tlicTe  is  a  substiantial 
cut  in  olTensive  ;iiins,  i.  e.  a  ('ut  in  those  wesipons  while  maintaining  de¬ 
fensive  sysii'ins  does  not  g'uarantce  stability. 

The  notorious  “strah’gie  dehaise  initiative”  is  not  only  actual  deception 
of  the  pe{5p1(\s  hut,  as  .Mikhail  Gorhai'hev  said  in  his  November  21,  1986 
interview  to  fudurn  join  nalisis,  “the  main  obstacles  to  the  agreements 
which  we  were  just  about  to  reach  in  Ri'ykjavik”. 

Further  Mikhail  Uorinachcv  noted  that  militarily  SDI  is  a  new  stage 

of  the  aims  race  and  means  the  de\  elojniicnt  of  new  typos  of  weapons _ 

space  weaj)ons.  Chsarly,  far  from  easing  inti'rnational  tension,  this  will 
heighten  it  still  further.  PoHliisally,  if  SIM  is  to  he  iin])li‘inejitod,  then  what 
sense  is  there  in  !•o]d^i1g  talks?  And  who  is  going  to  agree  to  that  so  as 
to  inakc  ihtiiigs  ('aM(‘r  f()r  the  imiitai y-iudusli  ial  t.M.)i]ipicx  and  the  mili¬ 
tarist  ad\ eid s?  .MAI  d(‘s1ah{Ii.'''('s  tlio  strategic  situation,  undermines 
rather  than  oiiilds  eoni i(]i‘n('r‘  aiid  will  sow  snspicic'in.  There  will  be  greater 
uncertainly.  Die  -nt nation  which  could  arise  might  lead  to  hasty  decisions. 
That  is  why  the  AuKTieans  and  the  entire'  world  eommniiity  should  all 
look  at  wdu're  SDI  is  taking  tlu'  world. 

A  new  snuation  has  takem  shape  in  inti.  i  nat ional  rtdalions  since  Rey¬ 
kjavik.  The  i'i-fiples  ha\(^  seen  with  tluu’r  own  eyes  the  ri'al  j)rospect  and 
practical  possibility  of  (.•rccjtiiig  a  miiHear-fi v'e  world,  fhey  are  convinced 
that  there^  is  no  tui  iiing  l)ack.  And  there  is  only  one  way  forward — via  a 
new  political  thinking,  via  the  awareness  of  realities  in  the  present-day 
diverse  contradictory  and  yet  integral  world. 


{RIGHT:  Obshehestro  "Znaniyi”,  1986 
CCl  /RIGHT:  English  T ran ^  Let ion 

rrogress  Puoiishers  1986 
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SBI  AND  SPACE  ARMS 


SOVIET  SCIENTIST  DESCRIBES  SDI-RELATED  WEAPONS  TECHNOLOGIES 
Moscow  APN  MILITARY  BULLETIN  in  English  No  6,  Dec  86  pp  5-8 

[Article  by  Sergey  Rodionov,  candidate  of  physical  and  mathematical  sciences; 
"Star  Wars  Technologies  and  Civilian  Technologies"] 

[Text]  Anti-ballistic  weapons  analysed  within  the  SDI  framework  may  be  clas¬ 
sified  as  follows; 

1)  directional  energy  weapons,  with  energy  absorbed  in  a  thin  surface  layer 
of  the  target ;  this  kind  includes  all  types  of  laser  weapons ; 

2)  directional  energy  weapons  with  a  deeper  penetration  of  target  material- 
particle  beam  weapons; 

3)  kinetic  weapons— a  variety  of  ballistic  shells  or  homing  shells,  acceler¬ 
ated  to  high  velocities  and  destroying  their  targets  mechanically; 

4)  weapons  similar  to  their  effects  to  an  electro-magnetic  impulse  from  a 
nuclear  explosion  (EMI— weapons) ;  these,  for  example,  are  bunched  millimetre 
waves  or  strong— current  beams  of  charged  particles  generating  radiation  in  a 
wide  frequency  range. 

Estimated  damage  thresholds  of  laser  weapons  amount  to  something  like  10-20 
kJ/sq.cm,  The  most  important  cliaracterlstic  of  a  laser  source  is  its  "bright¬ 
ness"— the  energy  emitted  in  a  unit  of  solid  angle ,  Combation  of  brightness 
and  damage  threshold  determine  the  readius  within  which  a  laser  weapon  can  act. 
The  most  powerful  laser  systems  on  hydrogen  fluoride  (most  sophisticated  at 
present)  ensure  at  best  a  brightness  of  10  to  the  power  of  18  J/steradian, 
which  is  about  1,000  times  smaller  than  the  level  required  for  SDI  components, 

A  combat  space  platform  with  laser  weapons  to  knock  out  missiles  in  the  active 
phase  of  their  trajectory  must  have  an  ammunition  totalling  up  to  1,000  rounds 
and  have  the  rate  of  fire  of  the  order  of  10  shots  a  second.  The  amount  of 
energy  in  each  shot  of  a  laser  weapon  must  not  be  lower  than  200  megajoules. 

For  existing  chemical  lasers  on  hydrogen  fluoride  the  specific  energy  emission 
is  assessed  in  hundreds  of  joules  per  gramme  of  working  agent.  Thus,  the 
total  weight  of  the  necessary  chemical  fuel  for  a  combat  laser  platform  must 
be  several  thousands  of  tons,  (One  shot  requires  several  tons  of  fuel,) 
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Although  the  physical  principles  of  laser  weapons  are  well  defined,  their 
technical  execution  would  lead  to  very  bulky  and  heavy  systems  containing  a 
large  number  of  unreliable  and  vulnerable  elements. 

The  damaging  effect  of  particle  beam  weapons  is  due  to  the  release  in  target 
volume  of  a  considerable  quantity  of  energy,  which  disrupts  the  operation  of 
electronics  and  may  even  melt  do\m  structural  elements.  Typical  damage  thres¬ 
holds  are  within  the  range  of  several  hundreds  of  joules  per  gramme.  In  view 
of  the  fact  that  in  near-Earth  space  it  is  Impossible  to  use  charged  particle 
beams  (they  are  subject  to  the  action  of  electromagnetic  fields),  the  only 
practical  possibility  is  the  use  of  beams  of  neutral  hydrogen  atoms.  Calcu¬ 
lations  show  that  particle  beam  weapons  with  a  range  of  more  tlian  1,000  km 
must  be  very  large  in  size  and  consume  hundreds  of  times  more  energy  than 
laser  weapons  systems. 

Similar  difficulties  beset  systems  of  kinetic  weapons.  The  vast  linear  di¬ 
mensions  (hundreds  of  metres)  of  electromagnetic  accelerators  of  kinetic 
projectiles  make  re-targeting  very  difficult  and  consequently  loxi/er  the  rate 
of  fire.  Besides,  such  space  systems  are  very  vulnerable  to  enemy  counter¬ 
force  means.  As  with  other  types  of  space  weapons,  acceleration  of  kinetic 
projectiles  required  energy  systems  of  excessively  great  weight. 

E^^I-weapons  build  up  on  a  target  surface  a  short-lived  impulse  of  electro¬ 
magnetic  high-frequency  energy  which  induces  marked  surface  currents  (up  to 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  amperes).  These  currents,  via  capacitance  and 
induction  couplings,  penetrate  the  central  regions  of  a  target  and  may 
cause  electric  surges  that  can  knock  electronic  circuits  out.  As  a  result, 
the  guidance  system  of  a  ballistic  missile  or  a  warhead  may  be  put  out  of 
action.  Evidently  it  is  technically  feasible  to  build  E^^I-weapons  systems 
with  a  range  of  100  km. 

An  analysis  of  the  technical  parameters  of  components  incorporated  in  a  large- 
scale  anti-missile  defence  system  with  space-based  elements  demonstrates  that 
the  SDI  programme  is  highly  hypertrophied  militarily.  In  this  connection  at¬ 
tempts  by  SDI  supporters  to  show  up  some  spinoffs  and  the  stimulating  influ¬ 
ence  of  programmes  to  militarise  outer  space  on  civilian  technologies  are 
absolutely  groundless.  In  the  opinion  of  Academician  Roald  Sagdeev,  it  is 
hard  to  imagine  that  multi-billion  injections  into  an  oversized  laser  with  a 
tremendous  output  or  into  a  super -computer  control  complex  can  yield  spin¬ 
offs  for  the  numerous  applications  likely  to  result  in  science  and  practical 
work  for  iTiulti-purpose  lasers.  It  is  difficult  to  imagine  that  for  medical 
purposes  it  is  necessary  to  be  able  to  train  a  laser  with  an  immense  inciner¬ 
ating  power  of  its  flux  on  a  spot  one  square  meter  in  extent,  and  from  a 
distance  of  several  thousand  kilometres  at  that. 
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SDI  AMD  SPACE  ARMS 


SOVIET  OBSERVER  CONTRASTS  SDI ,  NUCLEAR  DETERRENCE 

PM121345  Moscow  KRASNAYA  ZVEZDA  in  Russian  10  Apr  87  First  Edition  p  3 


[Observer  Manki  Ponomarev  article  under  the  rubric  "International  Observer  Replies  to  a 
Reader":  "Safety  Fuse,  Not  'Safe-Conduct’"] 

[Text]  Here  is  what  Reserve  Lieutenant  Colonel  S.  Nikulin  wrote  to  the  editorial  office: 

"I  followed  attentively  the  course  of  British  Prime  Minister  M.  Thatcher's  visit  to  the 
USSR.  And  I  was  struck  by  her  statement  that  'a  world  'without  nuclear  weapons  wmdd  be 
less  stable  and  more  dangerous  for  us  all.'  Does  this  "-f Z 

Government  subscribes  to  the  '"uclear  deterrence  doctrine.  What,  then,  ^ 
position  with  M.  Thatcher’s  proclaimed  allegiance  to  Reagan  s  SDI.  Fo 
that  this  doctrine  and  SDI  are  clearly  at  variance  with  each  other.  Or  is 

somsthing  I  do  not  undorstand  here? 

You  have  raised  acute  <,uestien,  tl.-rade  Nikulin.  It  is  a  pity  it 

our  observers  who  conducted  the  television  interview  with  Mrs  M.  Thatcher. 

have  been  interesting  to  hear  how  she  would  have  answered  it. 

Indeed,  you  have  only  to  give  careful  thought  to  this,  and  it  will  turn  out  that  the 
very  widespread  Western  belief  in  "nuclear  deterrence"  is  quite  J 

President  L  Reagan’s  so-called  SDI.  What  is  more,  they  are  really  mutuaUy 

exclusive.  But  with  one  reservation:  If  you  take  into  account  only  the  interpretation 

of  SDI  disseminated  for  propaganda  purposes  by  the  n”7Tsh 

immediate  entourage,  and  certain  very  close  allies,  including  in  the  British  Isle.,. 

What  do  the  ideology  and  policy  of  "nuclear  deterrence"  boil  down  to?  To  the  claim 
that  nuclear  weapons  -  readiness  to  use  them  and  the  fear  that  the  opposing  side  wiU 
resLrto  them  to  inflict  a  counterstrike  -  are  the  only  means  of  preventuig  war  in 

our  time.  And  there  are  many  people  in  all  the  world  who  are  r-°"te7evil  - 

an  undoubted  evil  -  nuclear  weapons  -  is  needed  to  prevent  a  J^^^LliJi  of 

nuclear  war.  Those  who  regard  the  pursuit  of  a  military  superiority  and  the 
blackmail  and  threats  as  of  paramount  importance  in  their  activity  play  on 

Hprp^'^foT'pxample,  is  what  the  brochure  "Soviet  Military  Power,"  now  being  publi^ed  by 
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The  British  prime  minister  adheres  to  the  same  position.  In  your  letter,  Comrade 
Nikulin,  you  cited  M.  Thatcher*s  actual  words  in  this  regard.  Here  are  two  more 
statements  attributed  to  her,  ”We  are  not  prepared  to  agree  to  the  idea  of  a 
nuclear-free  Europe,**  she  declared  at  the  Moscow  press  conference.  And  the  same  ideci 
was  repeated  in  her  speech  to  the  British  Parliament:  **The  government  will  not  agree 
to  the  total  elimination  of  nuclear  weapons  in  Europe.** 

In  fact,  the  desire  to  pass  off  **nuclear  detterrence**  as  a  kind  of  **saf e-conduct"  for 
mankind  cannot  be  justified  from  either  the  political  or  the  moral  viewpoint.  It  is  a 
product  of  the  old  thinking  which  regards  armed  force  as  a  means  of  achieving  a 
political  end.  With  the  emergence  of  nuclear  weapons  and  delivery  vehicles  this  idea 
does  not  stand  up  to  criticism.  No  ends  at  all  can  be  achieved  by  means  of  nuclear 
weapons,  and  their  use  will  inevitably  result  in  disaster. 

M.S.  Gorbachev  made  a  well  reasoned  criticism  of  the  **nuclear  deterrence**  doctrine  in 
his  speeches  at  the  Moscow  forum  **For  a  Nuclear-Free  World,  for  the  Survival  of 
Humanity**  and  at  the  30  March  dinner  in  the  Great  Kremlin  Palace.  Reliance  on  nuclear 
weapons  leads  only  to  an  ever  increasing  risk  of  nuclear  conflict  and  is  coniparaable 
not  with  *'saf e-conduct**  but,  rather  with  a  safety  fuse  leading  to  a  charge  capable  of 
destroying  civilization.  The  gamble  on  the  force  of  nuclear  weapons  is  a  constant 
source  of  continuing  the  arms  race  and  of  increasing  tension.  And  the  very  logic  of 
**deterrence**  means  the  subordination  of  politics  to  the  interests  of  militarism  with 
all  the  ensuing  consequences. 

Thus,  if  we  examine  "nuclear  deterrence**  from  a  historical  perspective,  this  doctrine 
not  only  does  not  reduce  but  even  increases  the  possibility  of  military  conflicts. 
This  was  why  the  CPSU  Central  Committee  Politburo  confirmed  at  its  2  April  session  the 
Soviet  leadership*s  resolute  disagreement  with  the  position  according  to  which  the 
conduct  of  international  affairs  and  national  security  are  only  conceived  of  with 
reliance  on  nuclear  weapons,  although  this  encourages  their  spread  and  is  fraught  with 
universal  catastrophe.  This  is  why  the  Soviet  leadership  is  striving  so  persistently 
to  assert  new  thinking  in  the  world  arena.  This  is  why  it  advances  such  large-scale 
peace  initiatives  and  struggles  consistently  for  their  implementation. 

What  bearing  does  SDI  have  on  all  this?  If  we  take  its  authors*  claims  on  trust,  the 
whole  purpose  of  SDI  is  supposedly  to  reduce  the  role  of  nuclear  missile  weapons  to 
naught,  make  them  worthless,  and  deprive  them  of  any  effectiveness.  They  say  they  will 
create  a  **space  shield**  over  America,  and  no  one*s  nuclear  weapons  will  pose  even  the 
slightest  threat  to  it.  They  also  promise  to  place  West  Europe  under  this  shield. 

And  here  the  question  arises:  How  will  things  stand  then  with  "nuclear  deterrence," 
without  which  they  cannot  imagine  life  in  the  NATO  countries*  capitals  on  both  sides  of 
the  Atlantic?  And  it  would  be  interesting  to  learn  how  the  question  would  be  answered 
by  Mrs.  Thatcher,  who  advocates  both  **nuclear  deterrence**  and  Reagan *s  SDI, 

However,  the  explanation  is  quite  simple.  "Nuclear  deterrence'*  is  by  no  means  an 
instrument  of  mutual  deterrence  but  a  concentrated  expression  of  the  **policy  of  force" 
based  on  nuclear  intimidation. 

And  the  notorious  SDI  is  not  at  all  a  defensive  program  aimed  at  making  nuclear  weapons 
worthless  but  something  quite  different.  Here  is  what  that  same  American  brochure 
"Soviet  Military  Power"  says:  "If  the  Soviets  acquired  a  monopoly  on  the  latest  ABM 
defense  in  addition  to  their  large  and  growing  offensive  forces,  they  might  consider  it 
possible  to  inflict  a  strike  on  the  United  States  or  our  allies  without  fearing  an 
effective  counterstrike."  You  have  only  to  swap  over  the  words  "Soviets"  and  "United 
States"  in  that  quotation,  and  everything  at  once  becomes  clear. 
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And  in  conclusion,  Comrade  Nikulin,  another  sentence  from  the  same  Pentagon  brochure: 
"Neither  the  potential  of  strategic  defense  nor  the  bright  prospects  of  a  considerable 
arms  reduction  eliminates  the  need  to  maintain  the  strength  of  our  (that  is,  American 
—  M.P.)  nuclear  deterrent  force."  It  seems  to  have  been  left  in  the  text  through  an 
obvious  oversight  by  the  editors.  For  it  prints  in  black  and  white  what  you  and  I 
discerned  long  ago  and  what  the  transatlantic  propagandists  hide  so  diligently  from  ttio 
public.  Not  even  the  full  implementation  of  SDI  will  lead  to  the  elimination  of  the 
U.S.  nuclear  forces  but  will  serve  as  both  a  cover  for  them  and  a  substantial  addition 
to  them.  This  is  precisely  the  point. 


/927A 
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SDI  AND  SPACE  ARMS 


USSR}  RADIOLOGICAL  EFFECTS  OF  ATMOSPHERIC  DISPERSION  OF  PLUTONIUM-239 

Moscow  APN  MILITARY  BULLETIN  in  English  No  6,  Dec  86  pp  8-11 

[Unattributed  item  by  "Observer”;  "Is  It  Possible  To  Disprove  Calculations?"] 

[Text]  A  little  over  two  years  ago  Amadei  D'Adamo  published  in  THE  NEW  YORK 
TIMES  preliminary  calculations  on  the  formation  of  a  plutonium  cover  injurious 
to  nature  and  people  following  the  operation  of  a  space  missile  defence  system. 
This  professor  of  biology,  citing  the  laws  of  gravitation,  claimed  that  in  the 
event  of  even  ten  percent  of  existing  missiles  being  destroyed,  the  atmospher 
could  be  poisoned  with  plutonium  equivalent  in  its  effect  to  ten  billion 
pounds  of  cyanide,  with  a  half-life  period  of  120,000  years. 

D'Adamo 's  statements  were  qualified  by  SDI  supporters  as  futurological  con¬ 
clusions  far  divorced  from  reality  and  were  repudiated  not  only  with  words, 
but  also  with  public  demonstrations  of  laser  techniques  that  destroyed  targets 
with  invisible  rays  seemingly  harmless  for  people  and  the  Earth's  biosphere. 

It  appears  however  that  the  American  professor  is  right  in  the  main  thing — a 
strategic  defence  system  with  space-based  elements  is  capable  of  producing 
the  same  result  as  a  nuclear  war,  that  is,  it  can  lead  to  the  perishing  of 
all  life  due  to  radioactive  contamination. 

Let  us  try  to  analyse  this  by  taking  as  our  point  of  departure  the  calcula¬ 
tions  of  American  scientists  engaged  in  the  SDI  programme.  According  to  their 
estimates,  the  first  echelon  of  a  global  ABM  system  (a  total  of  5  to  7  echelons 
are  planned)  would  be  penetrated  by  about  30  percent  of  the  enemy  missiles 
launched.  .  Tlie  missiles  that  would  leak  would  ensure  their  warheads  a  speed 
necessary  for  flight  along  the  calculated  ballistic  path.  Hitting  and  destroy¬ 
ing  of  these  warheads  by  the  subsequent  echelons  of  the  ABM  system  would  not  be 
able  to  alter  the  flight  trajectory  and  these  x«ar heads  or  their  fragments  would 
inevitably  reach  the  calculated  spot.  In  addition,  fragments  of  ICBM  warheads 
hit  at  the  closing  stages  of  the  boost  phase  which  nevertheless  gained  enough 
speed  to  reach  their  targets  would  fall  on  the  Earth,  In  that  way,  some  60  to 
70  percent  of  the  warheads  containing  nuclear  ammunition  with  plutonium-239 
would  burn  over  or  fall  on  the  Earth, 
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Under  American  nuclear  war  scenarios,  a  massive  strike  may  involve  no  less^ 
than  6,000  enemy  warheads.  Proceeding  from  this,  it  may  be  assumed  that  given 
a  highly  effective  ABM  system  the  enemy’s  territory  would  be  reached  by  frag¬ 
ments  of  some  4,000  warheads  with  a  total  amount  of  plutonium-239  in  the  order 
of  25  to  40  tons. 

The  principal  mass  of  the  plutonium-239  would  burn  up  in  the  atmosphere,  pro¬ 
ducing  fine-dispersed  aerosol  particles  of  plutonium  dioxide  with  linear 
dimensions  of  ths  order  of  one  micrometre,  while  part  of  that  mass  would  fall 
on  the  Earth ^s  surface  in  the  form  of  relatively  large  chunks  that  would  get 
oxidised  in  the  air  aa- well ^ 

Since  the  aerosol  particles  so  farmed  may  be  regarded  as  distributed  more  or 
less  evenly  in  the  atmosphere  at  altitudes  of  up  to  10  km  from  the  Earjt^s  sur¬ 
face,  then  the  concentration  level  of  plutonium-239  in  the  air  would  exceed  10 
to  the  inverse  13th  power  g/litre,  which  would  be  a  thousand  times  more  than 
the  permissible  norm.  Besides,  it  should  be  taken  into  consideration  that  dur¬ 
ing  approximately  one  to  two  years  aerosol  particles  would  be  deposited  from 
the  upper  layers  of  the  atmosphere  into  the  lower  ones  directly  near  the 
Earth’s  surface.  The  dust  of  plutonium-239  dioxide  that  would  be  deposited 
on  the  Earth  would  be  partly  lifted  into  the  air  by  winds.  All  that  could 
lead  to  a  considerable  local  increase  in  the  plutonium  content  in  near-Earth 
air  layers,  up  to  a  concentration  of  the  order  of  10  to  the  inverse  11th  or 
12th  power  g/lltre. 

The  inhalation  path  of  plutonium-239  is  most  dangeroua-for-human-health-and 
life,  Plutonium  particles,  once  inside  the  human  organism,  are  practically 
not  removed.  They  would  accumulate  predominantly  in  the  lungs.  In  the  course 
of  two  years  (the  time  when  high  concentrations  of  plutonlum-239  in  the  lower 
layers  of  the  atmosphere  would  be  retained)  the  lungs  of  a  person  in,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  the  U.S.  or  Europe  would  receive  more  tlian  6  x  10  to  the  inverse  6th 
power  gramme  (6  microgrammes)  of  plutonium  dioxide. 

The  effect  of  such  an  amount  of  plutonium  in  the  human  organism  may  be  il¬ 
lustrated  with  the  following  calculations,  A  dioxide  particle  with  a  content 
of  plutonium-239  of  the  order  of  10  to  the  inverse  11th  power  grammes  found  in 
the  lunge  alveoli  has  an  activity  of  2.3  x  10  to  the  Inverse  2nd  power 
becquerel  (one  becquerel  is  equal  to  one  disintegration  of  second) .  The  pene¬ 
tration  depth  of  alpha  particles  with  an  energy  of  5.5  MeV  emitted  during  the 
decay  of  plutonium-239  nuclei  is  about  40  micrometres  in  tlie  lung  substance. 
Thus,  every  plutonium  particle  would  in  the  course  of  two  years  create  aldose __ 
of  absorbed  radiation  over  100  rad  in  the  tissues  surrounding  the  lung  within 
a  radius  of  1  mm.  With  time  the  dose  would  grow. 

As  is  known,  the  effect  of  alpha  radiation  is  about  ten  times  higher  than  gamma 
and  beta  radiations,  which  are  the  main  radiological  effects  in  nuclear  ex¬ 
plosions  and  in  subsequent  radioactive  contamination.  Accordingly,  the  equiv- 
olent  dose  to  each  particle  of  plutonium-239  dioxide  would  beTiiore  than  ^1,000 
rem  over  the  two  years,  which  would  result  in  serious  radiation  lesions  and 
necrosis  of  lung  tissues  in  a  locally  exposed  zone^ 


17 


The  volume  of  a  lung  zone  affected  by  each  particle  of  plutoniuin-239  dioxide 
is  approximately  4  x  10  to  the  inverse  3rd  power  cu.cm,  and  for  the  total 
number  of  particles  accumulated  over  two  years  (600,000  particles)  up  to 
2,500  cu.cm  or  2.5  litres,  which  is  about  lialf  of  the  lung  volume.  It 
should  be  remembered  tliat  the  lethal  nature  of  such  an  effect  would  be  deter¬ 
mined  not  only  by  the  size  of  the  affected  part  of  the  lung  tissue,  but  also 
by  attendant  lung  bleeding  and  infectious  lung  diseases. 

In  a  number  of  intances  the  effect  of  plutonium-239  on  the  organism  would 
not  be  confined  only  to  the  lungs,  but  may  also  lead  to  disturbances  in  the 
blood  formation  system,  to  blood  diseases  and  to  the  damage  of  the  organism's 
ijnmune  system.  Other  long-term  effects  of  radiation  contamination  with 
plutonium-239  would  be  an  increased  incidence  of  cancer  disease,  cirrhosis 
of  the  liver,  and  pneumosclerosis.  Of  particular  risk  is  the  long-term  effect 
of  plutonium- 23 9  on  the  growing  organisms  of  children. 

The  above  calculations  may  cause  a  controversy  among  experts  and  be  adjusted 
either  way.  But  the  main  conclusion  remains  unclianged:  tlie  ultimate  result 
of  the  actual  use  of  SUI  would  be  comparable  to  the  result  of  the  use  of  radio¬ 
logical  weapons,  which  are  known  to  have  been  banned. 

/9274 
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U.S.-USSR  NUCLEAR  AND  SPACE  ARMS  TALKS 


USSR:  ACDA  DOCUMENT  ON  NST  ROUND  SEVEN  CRITICIZED 

Moscow  APN  MILITARY  BULLETIN  in  English  No  2,  Jan  87  pp  1-7 

[Article  by  Col— Gen  Nikolay  Chervov,  USSR  General  Staff  department  chief; 
"At  Round  VirTn  Gieneva  the  United  States  Has  Considerably  Departed  from 
the  Reykjavik  Understanding"] 

[Text]  The  US  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  published  late  in 
January  "United  States  and  Soviet  Union  NST  Proposals  Round  VII, 

This  is  the  American  interpretation  of  the  sides'  common  approach  to  the 
issue.  Talking  to  Military  Bulletin,  Colonel-General  Nikolai  Chervov 
sets  forth  a  Soviet  viewpoint  on  the  matter. 

MB.  Does  the  US  approach  ttx— the  Tiucleaf  and  space  weapon  talks  (NST 
Round  VlT),  as  expressed  in  the  above  document,  reflect  the  mutual  under¬ 
standing  reached  in  Reykjavik?  _  _ 

Chervov.  It  doesn't.  Judging  by  the  document^^at  Round  VII  the  US  has 
substantially  deviated  from  the  Reykjavik  understanding.  This  document 
distorts  the  proposals  the  USSR  advanced  in  Reykjavik  and  at  NST.  Here 
are  facts. 

The  US  document  attempts  to  set  the  Soviet  package  tabled  at  Round  VII 
against  the  Soviet  proposals  made  at  the  USSR-US  summit  Geneva  in  November 
1985.  It  is  pretended  that  the  mutual  understanding  reached  in  Reykjavik 
is  of  no  significance. 

The  Agency's  document  alleges  that  whereas  at  the  Geneva  summit  the  USSR 
did  not  link  strategic  offensive  arms  and  medium-range  missiles  to  other 
Issues,  at  Round  VII  the  Soviet  side  sees  these  weapons  in  package.  A 
primitive  trick  designed  for  the  ill-informed. 

First,  before,  during  and  after  the  Geneva  summit,  that  is  from  the  NST 
start,  the  Soviet  proposals  as  regards  strategic  offensive  arms  have  been 
linked  to  the  space  issue.  The  Soviet  Union  has  always  held  that  space 
should  remain  peaceful  and  there  should  be  no  weapons,  Soviet  or  American 
there  if  we  want  to  see  major  cuts  in  strategic  offensive  arms.  It  is 
strange  that  the  Agency  does  not  know  of  this  Soviet  stand.  They  don't 
even  know  that  at  the  Geneva  summit  the  sides  interpreted  a  50  percent  cut 
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differently.  While  the  United  States  applied  a  50  percent  cut  only  to 
gtrategic  offensive  anns^  the  Soviet  Union  extended  it  to  all  strategic 
weapons  reaching  the  other's  territory.  Overlooking  this  "minor  detail," 
the  United  States  is  presenting  things  topsy-turvy. 

The  Soviet  position  with  regard  to  medium-range  missiles  has  also  been 
distorted.  At  the  Geneva  summit  the  USSR  wanted  this  problem  to  be  resolved 
out  of  contact  with  other  issues,  provided  Britain  and  France  did  not 
increase  the  corresponding  weapons  and  the  United  States  undertook  not  to 
transfer  strategic  missiles  to  other  countries.  In  Reykjavik,  the  Soviet 
Union  even  agreed  with  the  US  zero  option.  Why  then  does  the  Agency  hush 
up  the  package  of  major,  unprecedented  concessions  made  by  the  USSR? 

It  is  simply  because  it  would  be  disadvantageous  for  them  to  speak  about 
the  Soviet  proposals  in  Reykjavik  in  general  now  that  the  Americans  are 
returning  to  their  pre-Reykjavik  stand.  Hence,  attempts  to  keep  the  public 
in  the  dark  as  regards  the  Reykjavik  accords  and  "to  ennoble"  the  US 
destructive  attitude  to  Round  VII. 

The  USSR  considers  that  the  Reykjavik  summit  was  a  major  event  which  ended 
one  stage  in  our  campaign  for  disarmament  and  opened  another.  The  Soviet 
proposals  tabled  in  Reykjavik  remain  in  force.  For  all  resistance  on  the 
part  of  the  US  right-wing  extremists,  it  is  now  impossible  to  get  away 
from  what  was  achieved  in  Reykjavik. 

MB.  Since  the  Agency's  document  does  not  say  anything  about  the  results 
reached  in  Reykjavik,  will  you  kindly  tell  usj  on  what  points  the  sides 
agreed  and  disagreed  in  Iceland?  From  what  specific  accords  the  US  is 
currently  departing? 

Chervov.  Two  positions  were  discussed  in  Reykjavik.  The  Soviet  position 
took  the  form  of  a  package  of  new  major  proposals  to  slash  down  and  fully 
abolish  nuclear  weapons  and  not  to  orbit  strike  space  weapons.  The  US 
stand  was  reduced  to  the  proposals  Washington  advanced  at  the  Geneva  talks 
earlier  and  aimed  to  develop,  test  and  orbit  strike  space  weapons.  The 
United  States  did  not  make  a  single  new  proposal.  Nevertheless,  insistent 
and  flexible,  the  USSR  succeeded  in  leading  the  US  right  up  to  an  agreement 
to  reduce  strategic  offensive  arms  and  liquidate  medium— range  missiles  in 
Europe. 

On  strategic  offensive  arms,  the  USSR  offered  the  US  a  new  formula  for  a 
50  percent  cut  in  strategic  weapons:  to  halve  over  the  next  five  years, 
by  the  end  of  1991,  the  strategic  triad  encompassing  intercontinental 
ballistic  missiles,  submarine-launched  ballistic  missiles  and  heavy  bombers. 
The  sides  agreed  to  effect  the  reduction  to  allow  each  of  them  to  keep 
1,600  carriers  with  6,000  warheads  (about  50  percent  of  the  current  US 
stocks  of  warheads) .  An  understanding  was  reached  that  the  sides  would 
themselves  determine  the  structure  of  their  strategic  offensive  arms  after 
the  50  percent  cut,  i.e.  the  mix  of  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles, 
submarine— launched  ballistic  missiles  and  heavy  bombers.  The  sides  agreed 
that  all  strategic  offensive  arms  would  be  fully  abolished  in  the  subsequent 
five  years  (by  the  end  of  1996). 
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On  strategic  offensive  arms,  the  USSR  went  to  major  concessions.  First, 
it  removed  the  earlier  demand  of  the  US  medium-range  missiles  and  forward- 
deployed  weapons  reaching  Soviet  territory  being  included  in  the  strategic 
count.  Second,  the  USSR,  taking  into  account  the  US  concern  as  regards 
Soviet  heavy  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles,  agreed  to  cut  them  by 
halve.  Third,  the  USSR  agreed  to  see,  within  the  fixed  carrier  and  warhead 
levels,  heavy  bombers  equipped  with  nuclear  bombs  and  SRAM  missiles  as 
single  warhead  missiles  (i.e.  one  carrier,  one  unit). 

On  medium-range  missiles,  the  USSR  also  made  concessions,  considering  the 
importance  of  the  issue  for  Europe.  The  USSR  proposed  fully  eliminating 
SS-20s,  Pershing-2s  and  cruise  missiles  in  Europe,  while  leaving  the  British 
and  French  nuclear  armaments  intact.  It  agreed  to  reduce  its  medium-range 
missiles  in  Asia  to  100  warheads.  In  that  case  the  United  States  would 
have  as  many  warheads  with  its  missiles  on  its  territory,  Alaska  excluded. 

The  Soviet  compromises  made  an  agreement  possible  also  on  medium-range 
missiles. 

In  this  way,  in  Reykjavik  an  understanding  was  reached  both  on  strategic 
offensive  arms  and  medium-range  missiles.  A  realistic  prospect  thus  emerged 
for  major  cuts  in  nuclear  weapons.  The  new  situation  shifted  the  emphasis 
onto  the  strict  observance  of  the  AMB  treaty  so  that  the  US  would  not 
employ  strike  space  weapons  to  prevail  over  the  Soviet  Union  militarily. 

The  Soviet  Union  insisted  on  a  reinforced  ABM  treaty,  the  signatories  not 
using  for  ten  years  their  right  to  withdraw  from  the  treaty  and  on  banning 
tests  for  space-based  components  of  an  anti-missile  defence  system.  The 
United  States  wanted  the  Soviet  Union  to  agree  with  SDI  deployment,  steering 
for  a  revision  of  the  ABM  Treaty.  The  US  President  proposed,  while  reducing 
strategic  offensive  arms,  replacing  the  termless  ABM  treaty  with  a  temporary 
scheme.  This  was  an  attempt  to  get  a  Soviet  go-ahead  for  dismantling  the 
AMB  Treaty  and  allowing  the  Pentagon  to  take  weapons  to  space.  The  Soviet 
Union  would  not  agree  to  such  things.  SDI  blocked  a  realistic  solution 
for  the  nuclear  weapons  issue. 

All  blame  for  the  chance  lost  in  Reykjavik  goes  to  the  United  States.  The 
US  President  brushed  aside  all  Soviet  proposals  and  rejected  nuclear  dis¬ 
armament  in  favour  of  its  Star  Wars. 

Judging  by  the  Agency's  document,  the  US  has,  first,  toughened  its  stand 
on  SDI.  Alleging  dedication  to  the  ABM  treaty,  the  US  Administration  is 
seeking  Soviet  consent  to  space  tests  for  space-based  components  of  an  anti¬ 
missile  defence  system,  along  with  a  50  percent  cut  in  Soviet  and  US 
ballistic  missiles.  The  aim? 

While  formally  sticking  to  the  ABM  treaty,  the  United  States  wants,  with 
Soviet  consent,  to  develop  and  test  over  a  fixed  period  (10  years)  dll  the 
hardware  for  a  major  anti-missile  defence  system  with  space-based  elements. 
Those  projects  completed  and  SDI  feasibility  confirmed,  the  United  States 
would  start  deployihg  a  space-based  anti-missile  defence  system  and  scrap 
the  1972  treaty.  However,  in  the  meantime,  Washington  expects  the  sides 
would  have  made  major  cuts  in  their  ballistic  missiles,  bringing  the  level 


21 


of  warheads  down  to  4,500  under  the  US  50  percent-cut  variant.  In  such  a 
case  SDI  would  be  dealing  with  just  4,500  warheads.  This  would  facilitate 
a  space-based  anti-missile  defence  system,  enhancing  confidence  as  regards 
its  effectiveness. 

The  USSR  won’t  help  the  United  States  disarm  itself.  There  cannot  be  any 
compromises  here.  Radical  cuts  in  nuclear  armaments  would  be  possible  if 
the  ABM  Treaty's  provisions  banning  the  space  tests  of  components  of  an 
anti-missile  defence  system  were  strictly  complied  with,  l.e.  the  arms  race 
not  transferred  to  space.  Tests  of  space— based  components  of  an  anti¬ 
missile  defence  system,  in  violation  of  Article  5  of  the  ABM  Treaty,  would 
make  the  treaty  meaningless,  not  worth  the  paper  it  has  been  written  on. 

In  the  absence  of  the  ABM  Treaty,  considering  the  fact  that  the  United 
States  discarded  SALT-2,  strategic  offensive  arms  development  would  proceed 
chaotically,  as  a  game  without  rules,  to  make  any  nuclear  arms  reductions 
impossible. 

Second,  the  US  is  departing  from  the  Reykjavik  accords  on  strategic  offensive 
arms.  The  Agency’s  document  says  that  only  offensive  ballistic  missiles, 
not  all  strategic  offensive  arms  as  was  agreed,  in  principle,  in  Reykjavik, 
should  be  fully  abolished  by  the  end  of  1996.  What’s  behind  this? ^  This 
would  leave  the  USSR  without  strategic  hardware  to  counteract  Washington. 

As  for  the  United  States,  it  wants  to  have  more  than  a  5-tlme  superiority 
over  the  USSR  in  nuclear  weapons  for  heavy  bombers  and  a  multiple  increase 
over  us  in  sea-launched  cruise  missiles.  Further,  the  United  States  wants 
to  preserve  some  3,000  warheads  with  the  US  forward-based  nuclear  weapons 
and  carrier-based  aircraft  capable  of  hitting  Soviet  territory.  In  other 
words,  the  United  States  would  like  to  return  to  the  40s  and  50s  when  US 
territory  was  invulnerable,  while  Soviet  territory  was  exposed  to  a  massive 
threat  on  the  part  of  the  US  strategic  and  tactical  strike  airforce.  No 
man  in  his  senses  would  accept  such  a  proposal. 

At  the  Geneva  talks,  as  the  Agency’s  document  plainly  states,  the  US  has 
returned  to  its  old  proposals  as  regards  throw  weight,  limits  and  sub¬ 
limits  for  strategic  offensive  arms,  having  thus  breached  the  Reykjavik 
accords.  If  the  United  States  is  really  interested  in  preserving  the  mutual 
understanding  recorded  in  Reykjavik  and  not  just  paying  lip-service  to  the 
matter,  such  possibilities  do  exist.  In  Geneva  on  November  7,  the  Soviet 
delegation  presented  new  proposals  based  on  the  Reykjavik  agreements. 

The  ball  is  now  in  Washington’s  court. 

The  dilemma  is  as  follows:  either  progress  towards  real  cuts  in  nuclear 
weapons  or  a  Star  Wars-related  round  in  the  arms  race.  The  US  right-wing 
extremists  are  urging  the  President  to  start  deploying  surface  components, 
available  with  today’s  technology,  of  an  anti-missile  defence  system,  not 
waiting  for  the  completion  of  its  space-based  elements.  In  the  National 
Press  Club  in  Washington  recently,  Caspar  Weinberger  said  the  Pentagon  would 
-  orbit  SDI  weapons  as  soon  as  they  were  ready.  On  January  12,  shortly  before 
Round  VII,  the  US  President  called  for  SDI’s  early  implementation  as  if  he 
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did  not  know  that  the  ABM  treaty  was  against  the  space-based  components 
of  an  anti-missile  defence  system.  That  is  probably  why  papers  such  as  the 
Agency's  document  appear,  muddling  up  the  main  issue,  i.e.  whether  space 
will  remain  peaceful  or  will  accommodate  deadly  weapons.  This  is  the 
touchstone  for  the  sides'  allegations  that  they  want  to  avert  the  nuclear 
threat  from  the  world.  All  countries  want  to  see  the  matter  settled  posi¬ 
tively.  They  should  work  for  disarmament  more  effectively. 

/9317  - 
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U.S.-USSR  NUCLEAR  AND  SPACE  ARMS  TALKS 


PRC  PEOPLE’S  DAILY  ON  'SINCERITY'  OF  U.S.-USSR  ARMS  TALKS 
HK031001  Beijing  RENMIN  RIBAO  in  Chinese  1  Apr  87  p  6 

[Article  by  Chi  Li  (6688  4539):  "The  Whole  World  Is  Watching"] 

[Text]  How  much  sincerity  do  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  have  for  reducing 
nuclear  weapons?  This  is  a  question  about  which  more  and  more  people  in  the  world  are 
thinking. 


The  weekly  "U.S.  NEW  AND  WORLD  REPORT"  recently  published  an  article  entitled  "Arms 
Control  Talks  Enter  a  Substantial  Stage,"  saying  that  as  the  U.S  -Soviet  talks  on 
medium-range  missiles  entered  a  substantial  stage,  both  sides  were  arguing  endlessly  on 
some  minor  issues.  It  asked;  Do  the  two  sides  really  hope  to  reach  an  agreement  or 
will  they  try  to  play  some  tricks  in  order  to  place  the  blame  on  the  other  side?  This 
article  showed  that  many  people  in  the  United  States  are  still  doubtful  about  the 
U.S. -Soviet  talks  on  medium-range  missiles. 

Such  concerns  are  not  groundless.  Since  the  beginning  of  the  medium-range  missiles 
talks,  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  have  added  additional  terms  one  after 
another  to  the  basic  agreement  they  reached  at  the  Iceland  summit  meeting.  The  Soviet 
Union  holds  that  the  U.S. -Soviet  talks  on  reducing  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe 
should  be  separated  from  the  talks  on  limiting  short-range  missiles  and  conventional 
weapons,  but  the  United  States  holds  that  this  would  represent  ''retrogression"  and 
emphasizes  that  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  issue  of  limiting  short-range 
missiles  and  conventional  weapons  at  the  same  time.  On  the  other  hand*  the  United 
States  has  put  forth  a  "detailed"  verification  scheme,  while  the  Soviet^  Union  has 
called  for  some  "comprehensive  and  reliable"  means  of  examination.  The  United^  States 
holds  that  it  should  have  the  right  to  transform  the  "Pershing  II"  missiles  to 
"PershinglV"  short-range  missiles,  while  the  Soviet  Union  insists  that  it  should  have 
the  right  to  rebuild  the  SS-20  missiles  into  intercontinental  missiles. 

All  this  has  left  an  impression  on  people  that  the  two  sides  are  just  playing  tricks  on 
each  other  rather  than  advancing  step  by  step  toward  the  objective  of  reaching  an 
agreement.  Therefore,  they  deliberately  complicate  things  to  outdo  the  other  side  and 
raise  new  obstacles  to  the  talks. 

A  lack  of  sincerity  and  mutual  trust  is  the  main  reason  why  no  progress  can  be  made  in 
U.S. -Soviet  disarmament  talks. 
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At  present,  it  seems  that  the  U.S. -Soviet  talks  on  medium-range  missiles  will  return  to 
the  old  track  of  their  disarmament  talks  many  years  ago.  In  the  talks,  both  sides  are 
trying  hard  to  maintain  their  respective  strategic  interests  and  to  win  strength 
superiority  over  the  other  side,  but  disregard  the  world's  people's  ardent  desire  for 
peace  and  security. 

The  recent  UN  disarmament  conference  in  Beijing  unanimously  urged  the  United  States  and 
the  Soviet  Union  to  show  sincerity  and  take  actual  steps  to  reduce  their  arms  rather 
than  merely  putting  forth  some  disarmament  proposals  or  signing  some  disarmament 
agreements . 

Will  the  two  countries,  which  should  bear  special  responsibility,  for  nuclear 
disarmament,  accept  this  advice?  The  whole  world  is  watching. 

/9738 
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U.S.-USSR  NUCLEAR  AND  SPACE  ARMS  TALKS 


PERU’S  GARCIA  SUPPORTS  SOVIET  PEACE,  ARMS  LIMITATION  PROPOSALS 
PY311404  Paris  AFP  in  Spanish  0500  GMT  31  Mar  87 

[Text]  Lima,  30  Mar  (AFP)  —  President  Alan  Garcia  today  said  that  he  follows  with 
interest  the  proposals  of  Soviet  leader  Mikhail  Gorbachev  in  favor  of  the  limitation ^of 
nuclear  weapons.  Garcia  made  this  statement  after  meeting  for  30  minutes  with  a  Soviet 
parliamentary  delegation  headed  by  Grant  M.  Voskanyan,  deputy  chairman  of  the  USSR 
Supreme  Soviet  Presidium. 

After  the  meeting  held  in  the  Government  Palace,  President  Garcia  indicated  that  the 
visit  will  strengthen  trade  between  Peru  and  the  Soviet  Union. 

Voskanyan  stated  that  he  conveyed  to  President  Garcia  the  greetings  of  Audrey  Gromyko, 
president  of  the  USSR  Supreme  Soviet  Presidium  and  former  foreign  minister. 

The  Soviet  delegation  was  also  received  today  by  Senate  President  Armando  Villanueva, 
and  Chamber  of  Deputies  President  Fernando  Leon  de  Vivero. 

After  the  meeting  with  Voskanyan,  Villanueva  said  that  the  Peruvian  Government  and 
people  join  with  the  Soviet  Union  in  the  struggle  for  peace  and  the  limitation  of  the 
manufacturing  and  purchase  of  weapons  so  that  these  resources  can  be  used  to  take  care 
of  the  needs  for  food,  education  and  the  health  of  people  throughout  the  world. 


/12858 
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SALT/START  ISSUES 


SOVIET  COLONEL  DISCUSSES  STEALTH  TECHNOLOGY 

PM091337  Moscow  KRASNAYA  ZVEZDA  in  Russian  8  Apr  87  First  Edition  p  3 


[•'Military-Technical  Review"  by  Candidate  of  Military  Sciences  Colonel  V.  Nazarenko. 
•"Stealth’:  Program  and  Technology";  first  paragraph  is  readers  letterj 

fTextl  "The  foreign  press  has  recently  begun  to  use  quite  frequently  the  world 
coitions  ’Stealth  Lchnology'  and  ’the  Stealth  program.’  Co^ld  U^e  newspaper  not 
write  about  this  in  greater  detail?  T.  Melnikov,  V.  Yesikov,  A.  y 

The  essence  of  Stealth  technology  consists  in  using  scientific  and  technical 
achl.ve™nts  to  sharply  redace  the  observability  ot  aircraft 

radar  or  thermal  (infrared)  location.  It  is  a  question  of  reducing  the  airtrame  s 
effective  scatTeriag  cross  section  and  the  radiation  intensity  of  the  propulston  system 

(engine). 

The  essence  of  the  Stealth  program,  so  called  by  analogy  with  the  technology,  is  the 
“Ltlon  of  a  new  generaUon  of  models  of  ■•inconsplcnous"  ay  at.on  tocket 

technology.  Foreign  commentators  believe  that  this  program  will  be  one  of 
costliest . 

So  what  is  the  essence  of  the  scheme?  American  specialists  believe  that  in  the  future 
u’vufbr possible  to  reduce  the  extent  of  the  aircraffs  effective  scattering  cross 
f^fion  to  fffdredths  of  a  square  meter  (for  the  B-IA  bomber  It  now  stands  at 
approximately  10  square  meters).  They  propose  to  achieve  this  by  improving  the 
alfframe  configuration,  replacing  traditional  materials  with  ones  that  do  not  ref 
electromagnetic  energy,  and  employing  highly  efficient  antiradar  coating  . 

One  of  the  difficulties  the  designers  are  encountering,  the  foreign 

is  that  of  reaching  a  compromise  between  the  shape  of  the  aircraft  and  its  flight  aid 
iLhnl'cal"  cLracter'istlcs."  Virtually  all  typos  of  modern  Ughtors  and  b-he^s  ™  e 
ideal  radar  targets,  as  they  have  large  reflective  surfaces.  In  addition,  the  majority 
of  these  aircraft  have  prominent  [gabaritnyy]  air  intakes  and  exhaust  Th^Y  are 

"hung  about"  with  bombs,  missiles,  and  various  containers  which  form  c®  e 
reflectors"  of  kind.  Therefore  the  main  principles  of  the  design  and  aerody  a  . 
contlgurHlon  of  Stealth  aircraft  consist  in  concealing  all  suspension  elements  rns.de 
the  airframe.  It  is  also  sought  to  hide  the  engines  behind  special  air  intakes  and  to 

eliminate  vertical  surfaces. 
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Foreign  specialists  believe  that  it  is  possible  to  realize  the  idea  of  an  airframe 
’’integral  layout,”  which  will  ensure  less  ’’conspicuousness”  and  greater  lift  for  the 
aircraft  while  satisfying  other  requirements,  only  on  the  basis  of  machine  design 
methods*  This  comparison  is  cited  in  the  press:  The  American  B-52  and  F-4  aircraft, 
which  were  developed  with  a  view,  above  all,  to  meeting  aerodynamic,  flight,  and 
technical  requirements ,  had  effective  scattering  cross  sections  of  100  and  5  square 
meters  respectively.  The  F-14  and  F-15  fighters  were  created  with  regard  to  new 
requirements,  and  so  with  them  this  indicator  is  equal  to  approximately  3  square 
meters.  The  effective  scattering  cross  section  has  been  reduced  for  the  F-16  fighter 
and  the  B-IA  bomber. 

According  to  foreign  press  reports,  in  creating  the  B— IB  heavy  bomber  they  have 
succeeded  in  significantly  doing  away  with  the  so-called  ’’resonating  effect^  (this 
arises  when  the  length  of  the  external  airframe  structural  members  is  exactly  divisible 
by  half  the  wavelength  of  the  radar  signals  sweeping  the  aircraft)  and  have  secured  and 
effective  scattering  cross  section  of  approximately  1  square  meter. 

The  aircraft’s  wave-shaped  form,  obtained  by  altering  the  curvature  of  the  leading  edge 
of  the  wings  and  improving  the  cut  of  the  air  intakes,  as  well  as  removing  from  the  fin 
the  antenna  of  the  radioelectronic  suppression  station  and  replacing  it  with  an  antenna 
built  into  the  fuselage,  to  a  certain  extent  meets  the  requirements  of  Stealth 
technology.  Nevertheless,  foreign  military  experts  point  out,  neither  the  B-IB  bomber 
nor  the  SR-71  reconnaissance  aircraft  with  a  ’’disproportionately  small  radar  image”  is 
what  future  aircraft  will  look  like. 

Specialists  of  the  Northrop,  Lockheed,  Boeing,  and  other  aviation  firms  believe  that 
Stealth  fighters  and  bombers  will  most  likely  be  in  the  form  of  a  ’’flying  wing”  withotit 
fuselage  or  tail  units.  The  press  has  reported  tests  of  several  models  of  manned 
fighters  designed  with  regard  to  Stealth  technology  —  the  Kheyv  blyu  [as  published  1 
program.  Radar  operators  were  able  to  detect  one  of  these  aircraft  ”of  strange 
external  appearance,”  the  foreign  press  points  out,  ’’only  when  it  was  so  close  that 
under  real  conditions  there  would  not  have  been  time  to  launch  a  missile. 

The  Lockheed  firm  has  developed  a  new  aircraft  on  the  basis  of  Kheyv  blyu  [as 
published]  models  (the  Western  press  calls  it  Specter,  Ghostrider,  Frisbee,  or  the 
F-19)  and  has  tested  it.  On  the  basis  of  those  tests  the  U.S.  Strategic  Air  Command 
concluded  that,  although  the  ’’flying  wing”  design  has  not  been  rid  of  shortcomings, 
priority  must  still  be  given  to  reducing  the  aircraft’s  effective  scattering  cross 
ection  over  certain  of  its  aerodynamic  properties. 


Developers  of  new-generation  aircraft  pin  great  hopes  on  special  fuselage  and 
wing  coatings  which  absorb  or  dissipate  the  electromagnetic  energy  of  radar 
signals.  It  is  a  question  of  complex  multilayer  materials  of  glass  fiber 
and  chemically  processed  foam,  graphite  and  epoxy  resin,  rubber  and  ferrites, 
and  others.  Reports  have  appeared  in  the  foreign  press  that  the  airframe’s 
"visibility**  can  also  be  reduced  by  using  superstrong  light  alloys  (like 
kevlar)  and  aluminides,  as  well  as  by  using  new  composition  materials  whose 
molecular  structure  helps  to  dissipate  radar  signals. 
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To  disguise  the  engine's  thermal  radiation  it  is  proposed  to  use  ceramic  shields  and 
special  exhaust  units,  to  add  various  chemicals  to  the  exhaust^  jet  of  gases,  an  o 
form  "screens"  of  cold  air  and  liquid  nitrogen.  The  task  of  shielding  has  proved  no 
only  complex  but  also  contradictory,  because  the  introduction^  of  additional  shields 
into  the  aircraft's  design  affects  its  aerodynamic  characteristics  ^ 

inevitable  Increase  in  the  scattering  cross  section.  This  is  why  it  is  thot g  -  ^ 
the  package  of  measures  must  also  include  the  use  of  automated  onboard  systems  of 
electronic  equipment  capable  of  substantially  reducing  the  efficiency  of  radar  and 
infrared  means  of  detection. 


Forpign  specialists  believe  that  the  maximum  effect  can  only 
comprehensive  use  is  made  of  all  the  Stealth  technology  methods 
reducing  the  likelihood  of  aircraft  being  detected  by  enemy  radar. 


be  obtained  if 
aimed  at  sharply 


The  Stealth  program  is  not  confined  just  to  the  creation  of  fighter,  bomber,  and  attack 
aircraft.  The  General  Dynamics  firm  is  developing  a  Stealth  cruise  missile,  which  wi 
become  the  chief  armament  of  the  B-IB  strategic  bomber.  U.S.  Navy  specialists  are  a  so 
working  on  a  Stealth  cruise  missile.  All  these  programs  are  designed  to  give  a  new 
boost  to  a  further  arms  race. 


/12858 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


USSR:  COVERAGE  OF  GORBACHEV  VISIT  TO  CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

Talks  with  Husak  10  April 

PM101112  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  10  Apr  87  Second  Edition  p  1 

[TASS  report:  "M.S.  Gorbachev's  Talk  With  G.  Husak"] 

[Excerpts]  Mikhail  Gorbachev,  general  secretary  of  the  CPSU  Central 
Committee,  met  in  Prague  on  9  April  with  Gustav  Husak,  general  secretary  of 
the  Central  Committee  of  the  Communist  Party  of  Czechoslovakia  and  president 
of  Czechoslovakia . 

In  a  conversation  marked  by  comradely  trust  and  frankness,  [otkrovyennost] 
they  exchanged  views  on  topical  issues  in  the  two  parties’  activity  and 
major  elements  in  the  development  of  Soviet-Czechoslovak  relations. 

Considering  international  issues,  they  gave  special  attention  to  the  need 
for  resolving  the  problem  of  eliminating  medium—range  missiles  from  Europe 
and  strengthening  peace  and  cooperation  on  the  continent. 

Gorbachev  Dinner  Speech 

PM101108  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  10  Apr  87  Second  Edition  p  2 

[TASS  report  under  the  general  heading  ”In  a  Cordial,  Comradely  Atmosphere  : 
’’Comrade  M.S.  Gorbachev’s  Speech”] 


[Excerpt]  Today  we  also  discussed  with  Comrade  Husak  International  affairs. 
Our  opinions  and  approaches  to  problems  and  the  entire  philosophy  of  foreign 
policy  are  identical.  We  also  have  the  same  opinion  of  the  main  danger 
threatening  mankind — the  danger  of  nuclear  war. 


In  this  context  I  would  like  ~  so  to  speak,  hot  on  the  heels  of  the 

talks,  and  addresses  of  Western  politicians  ~  to  give  my  opinion  of  nuclear  weapons. 


Now  when  there  is  real  hope  of  starting  the  process  of  liquidating  these  weapons,  s 
Western  politicians  began  to  literally  eulogize  them.  They  claim  that  it  is  only  to 
these  weapons  that  Europe  owes  the  long  period  of  peace  and  that,  allegedly,  only  these 
weapons  can  guarantee  security  in  the  future. 
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Ours  is  a  different  opinion,  we  approach  nuclear  weapons  and  the  ensuring  of  reliable 
security  of  nations  in  a  different  way.  Banking  on  nuclear  deterrence  is  extremely 
dangerous.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  today  more  than  20,000  "“clear  charges  can  be  used 
at  once,  from  the  strategic  nuclear  arsenals  of  the  U.S.  and  the  USSR  alone.  ■ 

unimaginably  destructive  force  is  kept  in  the  highest  degree  of  readiness  and  missiles 
with  warheads  are  aimed  at  concrete  targets.  [paragraph  continues] 

At  the  same  time,  the  Western  states  po.ssessing  nuclear  weapons  refuse,  in  contra.st  to 
U,c  SovlTunioTand  the  teepte'e  Bepubtic  of  Chlea,  to  co».lt  then,aelves  to  not  be.,i« 

the  first  to  use  them, 

i..t  ns  concede  however,  that  Western  leaders  will  have  enough  sense  and  will  not  press 
ai  %d  SuHon’ i  Ttder  not  to  oxpoae  their  o»n  countries  to  a  crushing  retal.atton. 
B  t  vhat  If  the  danger  of  a  lethal  explosion  arises  as  a  result  of  h.™..  error,  a 

t^^hnW  Uult.  or  a'n  evil  Intention  of  see  .  "-^.ririm/ 7lU  incTea^ 

tragic  development  of  events  has  been  spoken  of  often.  Thi  p  i.„  tl  S  "Star 

S  times  if  nuclear  weapons  are  deployed  in  outer  space,  according  to  the  U.S.  Stat 

Wars”  concept. 

It  also  is  said  that  nuclear  weapons  are  necessary 

Rut  what  will  happen  then  with  the  nonnuclear  countries.  They  will  e  - 

“lit  their“fatn"into  the  hand,  of  the  nuclear  states  or  seek  ^d  ft  tl  e’v  I'reai  o 

weapons.  It  is  not  hard  to  imagine  what  a  future  would  await  mankind  if  they  spread 

all  countries  and  continents. 

TliP  vprv  idea  of  mankind  being  condemned  to  live  in  constant,  inexorable  danger  of 

setf-tett rue ton  seems  criminal  to  us.  Banking  on  maintaining  nuclear  ueapons  means 
tfrlvlnr people  of  hope  for  the  future.  Ilo-ever,  nations  cannot  and  do  not  want  to  be 
hostages  of  selfish  interests  or  oi  the  madness  of  militaristic  circles. 

This  is  why  we  cannot  agree  with  the  concept  of  nuclear  deterrence.  This  is  why  we 
speak  of  the  need  for  ne,  political  thinking  »ho,e  first  >"0-““  "’“"f ^ 
acknowledge  the  necessity  and  feasibility  of  creating  a  nuclear-free  world  for  the 

of  mankind’s  survival. 

Where  else  but  in  Europe  above  all  should  the  way  to  this  thinking  be  paved? 

Dear  Comrades,  I  think  that  I  express  a  common  opinion  if  I  ^y  fa 

the  visit  and  its  results  justify  our  belief  that  our  •"eetings 
Czechoslovakia  will  be  a  good  contribution  to  strengthening  Soviet-Cz^ 
cooperation  and  joint  action,  that  they  will  help  consolidate  the  positions 
forces  of  progress  and  socialism,  that  they  will  contribute  to  peace. 

May  the  fraternity  of  the  Soviet  and  Czechoslovak  Communists,  of  the  nations  of  the 
Soviet  Union  and  Czechoslovakia  develop  and  strengthen. 


To  the  friendship  of  the  nations  of  the  socialist  countries. 


To  the  health  of  Comrade  Husak  and  all  those  present. 

The  speeches  of  Comrades  G.  Husak  and  M.S.  Gorbachev  were  heard  with  great  attention 
and  greeted  with  prolonged  applause. 

The  dinner  took  place  in  a  cordial,  comradely  atmosphere. 
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Gorbachev  10  April  Rally  Speech 

PM131112  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  11  Apr  87  Second  Edition  pp  1,  2 
["Czechoslovak-Soviet  Friendship  Rally"] 

[Excerpt]  Esteemed  comrades!  The  time  in  which  we  live  sets  us  complex 
and,  if  you  like,  even  puzzling  questions  concerning  the  destinies  of  the 
world  and  the  future  of  mankind.  The  mutual  dependence  of  the  present-day 
world  is  such  that  all  peoples  are  similar  to  climbers  roped  together  on 
a  mountainside;  they  either  can  climb  higher  together  to  the  summit  or 
fall  together  into  the  abyss.  To  prevent  a  fall  happening,  politicians  must 
rise  above  narrowly  conceived,  selfish  interests  and  recognize  the  entire  drtiniatic 
nature  of  the  present  situation.  This  is  why  the  question  of  the  need  for  new 
political  thinking  in  the  nuclear  age  is  so  acute.  It  is  this  new  political  thinking 
alone  that  is  capable  of  leading  all  those  who  take  part  in  international  relations  to 
take  urgent  measures  to  avert  the  nuclear  catastrophe  that  threatens  to  destroy 
mankind.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  idea  of  new  thinking  has  aroused  no  response.  Oti 
the  contrary,  the  number  of  people  in  the  world  who  share  it  is  growing.  Among  tlieni 
are  scientists,  doctors,  representatives  of  many  other  professions,  the  creative 
intelligentsia;  it  was  possible  to  be  convinced  of  this  once  again  during  the 
international  forum  For  a  Nuclear-Free  World,  for  the  Survival  of  Humanity,  held 
recently  in  Moscow.  On  certain  questions  we  also  can  see  signs  of  a  new  approach  to 
international  affairs  on  the  part  of  a  number  of  eminent  Western  politicians  and 
statesmen.  But  these  are  just  the  first  shoots  of  growth. 

TIb  old  stereotypes  that  put  their  imprint  on  foreign  policy  are  still  strong  in  the 
West.  It  will  be  possible  to  really  speak  of  the  new  political  thinking  having  been 
transformed  into  a  real  force  only  when  the  cause  of  disarmament  has  finally  been  moved 
out  of  a  deadlock. 

Is  It  possible  to  hope  for  this?  What  prospects  are  there  today?  I  will  reply 
immediately  —  there  are  hopes,  and  it  is  possible  to  reduce  the  danger  of  war.  This, 
is  our  conviction.  It  is  founded  both  bn  the  growing  understanding  in  the  world  of  the 
fatal  consequences  to  humanity  of  a  nuclear  conflict  as  well  as  on  the  opportunities 
that  opened  up  in  Reykjavik  for  achieving  accords  on  a  significant  reduction  and  the 
elimination  of  the  more  destructive  forms  of  nuclear  weapons. 

The  Soviet  Union  responsibly  states  its  desire  to  seek  mutually  acceptable  solutions 
for  the  whole  complex  of  nuclear  disarmament.  A  radical  reduction  of  strategic 
offensive  arms  remains  a  fundamental  problem.  We  are,  as  is  known,  ready  to  take  the 
most  resolute  steps  with  regard  to  this,  both  a  50-percent  reduction  of  these  arms  over 
a  period  of  5  years  and  their  complete  elimination  over  a  period  of  10  years  —  under 
the  condition  —  naturally  an  indispensible  one  —  that  the  ABM  Treaty  be  strictly 
observed  and  that  the  arms  race  not  start  in  space. 

Striving  to  make,  finally,  the  first  and  therefore  extraordinarily  important  step  along 
the  path  of  disarmament,  we  proposed  that  a  separate  accord  be  reached  on  medium -range 
missiles.  In  this  we  took  into  account  both  the  voice  of  the  world  public  and  the 
desire,  voiced  by  our  Western  partners,  to  rid  Europe  completely  of  these  missiles. 
However,  a  paradoxical  situation  has  come  about.  Some  politicians  and  even  governments 
now  are  disowning  their  own  zero  option,  as  though  it  is  the  evil  one,  attempting  to 
hedge  in  the  solution  of  the  question  of  the  medium-range  missiles  with  all  manner  of 

reservations  and  provisos. 
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Much  is  being  written  and  said  currently  in  the  West  about  the  problem  of  operational 
and  tactical  missiles.  We  are  ready  to  solve  this  problem  constructively,  too,  but  to 
do  this  in  such  a  way  is  not  to  complicate  the  achievement  of  an  accord  on  what  is  at 
present  the  central  question  --the  medium-range  missiles. 

To  make  it  easier  to  reach  an  agreement  on  medium— range  missiles  in  Europe  without 
delay,  we  propose  to  commence  discussion  on  the  question  of  reducing  and  subsequently 
eliminating  missiles  with  ranges  of  between  500  and  1,000  km,  deployed  on  the  European 
Continent,  without  tying  to  this  progress  and  results  in  solving  the  problem  of 
medium-range  missiles.  For  the  period  of  the  talks,  the  sides  would  pledge  not  to 
increase  the  number  of  operational  and  tactical  missiles. 

I  stress  that  we  are  in  favor  of  bringing  this  matter  to  a  radical  reduction  and, 
ultimately,  to  the  complete  elimination  of  operational  and  tactical  missiles^  in 
Europe.  We  consider  it  to  be  unnecessary  to  incorporate  into  a  future  accord  various 
allowances  for  their  build  up  and  perfection. 

Following  the  signing  of  an  agreement  on  medium-range  missiles  [rakety  sredney 
dalnosti] ,  and  irrespective  of  the  progress  of  discussion  on  the  issue  of  operational 
and  tactical  missiles  [operativno-takticheskiye  rakety] ,  the  Soviet  Union,  after 
consultation  yith  the  Governments  of  Czechoslovakia  and  the  GDR,  will  withdraw  from 
those  countries  the  missiles  deployed  there  in  response  to  the  deployment  of  Pershing-2 
and  cruise  missiles  in  Western  Europe. 

The  implementation  of  an  accord  on  operational  and  tactical  missiles  would,  naturally, 
be  carried  out  under  strict  verification  [kontrol],  just  as  is  the  case  tor 
medium-range  missiles  and  strategic  nuclear  arms. 

If  we  are  talking  about  the  reductidn  and  especially  the  elimination  of  whole  classes 
of  nuclear  arms  in  Europe,  issues  of  the  verification  [proverka]  of  the  observance  of 
future  agreements  also  acquires  a  qualitatively  new  significance. 

Verification  [kontrol]  in  these  conditions  becomes  one  of  the  most  important  means  of 
guaranteeing  security.  This  is  why  we  will  advocate  the  elaboration  of  very  strict 
measures  in  this  field,  having  in  mind,  of  course,  not  verification  for  the  sake  of 
verification  [kontrol],  but  monitoring [proverka]  of  the  fulfillment  of  the  obligations 
undertaken  by  the  sides  at  all  stages  of  nuclear  disarmament. 

Appropriate  verification  [kontrol],  including  the  use  of  on-site  inspection,  must 
encompass  the  missiles  and  launchers  remaining  after  reduction,  both  the  operational 
ones  and  those  at  all  other  installations,  test  sites,  production  works,  training 
centers  and  so  on.  - 

The  admission  of  inspectors  to  the  other  side's  military  bases  on  the  territory  of 
third  countries  also  mus  t  be  guaranteed;  ^hrs^ls^^sent  ial  to  obtain  total  confidence 
in  the  fact  that  the  agreement  is  being  strictly  observed. 

Another  urgent  issue  that  is  directly  connected  with  European  security:  tlie 
concentration  in  that  region  of  a  huge  potential  of  armed  forces  and  conventional 
arms.  Of  course,  for  Europe,  as  for  all  the  world,  the  elimination  of  nuclear  weapons 
—  strategic,  medium-range,  and  operational  and  tactical  [likvidatsiya  yadernogo 
orzhiya  stfategicheskogo,  sredney  dalnosti,  i  operativho-takticheskogo]  —  is  a 
priority  task.  It  is  doubtful  whether  anyone  would  argue  with  this.  However,  let  us 
put  the  question  in  the  following  way:  Does  the  huge  concentration  on  the  continent  of 
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tactical  nuclear  and  nonnuclear  weapons  as  well  as  the  armed  forces  confronting  each 
other  correspond  to  the  idea  of  a  safe  world?  I  think  that  the  answer  to  tins  question 
is  clear.  Unfortunately,  as  yet  absolutely  nothing  has  been  done  to  remedy  the 
extremely  unsatisfactory  situation  that  has  unfolded  here. 

The  situation  must  be  changed  abruptly  by  the  adoption  of  measures  to  reduce,  and,  in 
the  final  analysis,  to  eliminate  tactical  n.iclear  weapons,  and  to  reduce  radically 
forc/s  .L  conventional  in  order  to  exclude  the  poeaibiUty  of  a  auddc. 

attack. 

A  major  step  in  this  direction  would  be  the  implementation  of  the  Warsaw  Pact 
Lntries’  Budapest  program,  in  which  it  is  proposed  to  resolve  the  issues  of  he 

reduction  of  armed  forces  and  conventional  arms  as  a  set  with  tactical  missiles,  sti iki. 
aircraft,  nuclear  artillery,  and  other  tactical  nuclear  means.  [voprosy  sokrashcheniya 
vooruzhennykh  sil  i  obychnykh  vooruzhenii  predlagaetsya  reshat  v  komplekse  . 
takticheskimi  raketami,  udarnoy  aviatsiyey,  atomnoy  artilleriyey  i  (lugiin 
takticheskimi,  yadernymi  sredstvami . ] 

The  need  for  such  joint  consideration  is  dictated  by  the  fact  that  tactical 
nuclear  weapons  are,  for  the  most  part,  dual-purpose  weapons,  that  is,  they 
can  carry  both  conventional  and  nuclear  warheads.  [neobkhodimost  takogo 
sovmestnogo  rassmotreniya  diktuyetsya  tem,  chto  takticheskiye  yadernyye 
vooruzheniya  v  svoem  bolshinstve  yavlyayutsya  oruzhiyem  dvoynogo 
naznacheniya,  to  yest,  mogut  nesti  kak  obychnyye,  tak  i  yadernyye  zaryady]. 

Efforts  by  all  European  states,  the  United  States,  and  Canada,  are  required 
to  reduce  armed  forces  and  armaments  in  Europe. 

Consultations  are  now  underway  in  Vienna  between  the  countries  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  and 
NATO.  However,  the  question  arises:  Has  the  time  not  come  to  gatl.er  all  the  foreign 
ministries  of  states  participating  in  the  CSCE  and  make  a  decision  on  the  start  of 
major  talks  aimed  at  radical  reductions  of  tactical  nuclear  weapons,  armed  forces,  and 
conventional  weapons? 

It  would  also  be  possible  at  such  talks  to  discuss  a  number  of  priority  measur-es 
pertaining  to  reducing  military  confrontation  and  preventing  the  threat  of  sudden 

attack,  as  well  as  the  mutual  withdrawal  of  the  most  dangerous  kinds  of  offensive 

capons  from  the  immediate  contact  zone  of  the  two  military  alliances. 

The  ultimate  aim  of  these  talks  would  be  major  reductions  in  armed  forces  and 

armaments,  with  the  establishment  of  international  verification  [kontroll  and  the 

application  of  on-site  inspection.  Last  year’s  Stockholm  conference  provided 

experience  of  drafting  such  measures.  Of  course,  this  also  would  rcq.ure  the  exchange 
of  relevant  data  on  the  armed  forces  and  armaments  of  the  USSR,  the  United  States,  and 

other  states  in  this  region.  In  the  West  they  talk  about  inequality,  imhalance.  Of 

course,  there  is  asymmetry  in  the  armed  forces  of  both  sides  in  Europe  dicta  ed  ly 

historical,  geographical,  and  other  factors.  We  are  for  eliminating  any  elements  of 
inequality  that  have  arisen,  but  not  through  a  buildup  by  those  who  are 
behind,  but  through  a  reduction  on  the  part  of  those  who  are  ahead.  We  see 
the  process  of  reducing  military  confrontation  in  Europe  as  a  phased  process, 
observing  balance  at  each  stage  at  the  level  of  reasonable  sufficiency. 


These  measures  would  make  it  possible  to  shift  the  entire  bulk  of  the  problems  of  armed 
forces  and  armaments  that  has  built  up  in  Europe.  This  is  now  a  truly  unique 
opportunity  and  it  would  be  inexcusable  to  let  it  slip  by. 

The  goals  of  strengthening  European  security  also  would  be  assisted  by  such  measures  as 
the  creation  of  nuclear-free  zones  and  zones  which  are  free  of  chemical  weapons.  I 
would  like  to  state  that  we  support  the  address  by  the  Governments  of  the  GDR  and 
Czechoslovakia  to  the  ERG  Government,  proposing  the  creation  of  a  nuclear-free  corridor 
in  central  Europe.  As  is  known,  the  SPD  [Social  Democratic  Partyl  also  made  a 
contribution  to  developing  the  idea  of  such  a  corridor.  All  nuclear  weapons  would  be 
subject  to  removal  from  that  zone,  including  nuclear  mines,  operational  and  tactical 
and  tactical  missiles  [operativno-takticheskiye  i  takticheskiye  raketyl,  nuclear 
artillery,  carrier  aircraft  of  the  tactical  strike  air  force,  and  antiaircraft  missile 
complexes  capable  of  using  nuclear  weapons.  Among  these  means,  a  significant 
proportion  are  so-called  dual-purpose  means,  of  which  I  have  already  spoken.  For  our 
part,  we  are  prepared  to  withdraw  from  such  a  corridor  all  Soviet  nuclear  weapons.  We 
are  prepared  to  guarantee  and  respect  the  nuclear-free  status  of  this  zone.  Of  course, 
an  accord  on  such  a  corridor  must  provide  that  there  will  be  no  nuclear  weapons  on  the 
part  of  NATO  in  the  corridor  proposed  by  the  Governments  of  the  GDR  and  the  CSSR.  It 
seems  to  us  that  the  implementation  of  the  proposal  by  Bulgaria,  Romania,  and  Greece  oh 
a  zone  free  ‘of  nuclear  and  chemical  weapons  in  the  Balkans,  would  be  of  great 
significance. 

The  active  position  of  Poland  on  questions  concerning  tlie  iraTsdng  of  the 
level  of  trust  on  the  European  Continent  is  also  worthy  of  attentionV^as 
well  as  the  proposal  by  Finland  and  other  northern  European  countries  oh.^- 
a  nuclear-free  zone  in  that  region. 

Concerning  another  question  that  is  certainly  of  no  small  imporidncer  the  banning-^ 
chemical  weapons:  We  come  out  consistently  in  favor  of  working  out  as  soon  as  possible 

_ even  this  year  —  an  appropriate  international  convention,  and  we  are^  carrying  out 

active  talks  on  this  account.  I  am  able  to  announce  that  the  Soviet  Union  has  ended 
the  production  of  chemical  weapons.  As  is  known,  the  other  countries  of  the  Warsaw 
Pact  have  never  produced  these  weapons  and  have  not  had  them  on  their  territory.  The 
USSR  does  not  have  chemical  weapons  beyond  the  bounds  of  Its  borders.  As  far  as  stocks 
of  them  are  concerned,  I  would  like  to  inform  you  that  the  building  of  a  special 
enterprise  for  their  destruction  has  been  started  in  our  country.  Putting  into 
operation  an  enterprise  of  that  kind  will  make  it  possible  to  rapidly  implement  the 
process  of  chemical  disarmament  after  the  conclusion  of  an  international  convention^. - 

Going  back  to  problems  of  nuclear  disarmament,  I  would  like  to  say  that  the  problem  of 
medium-range  missiles  in  Europe  Is  the  one  that  is  now  closest  to  a  possible  solution. 
Appeals  are  multiplying  throughout  the  world  to  the  United  States  that  it  take  that 
first  truly  major  step  in  the  area  of  disarmament  and  thereby  contribute  to  the 
creation  of  a  fundamentally  new  climate  of  mutual  understanding  between  the  West  and 
the  East.  We  consider  it  to  be  a  factor  of  great  political  importance  that  Greece,  the 
Netherlands,  Spain,  Italy,  Finland,  and  many  other  European  countries  have  raised  their 
voices  in  favor  of  a  solution  to  problems  concerning  Euromissiles.  We  invite  Pans, 
London,  and  Bonn  to  contribute,  for  their  part,  to  ridding  Europe  of  medium-range 
nuclear  missiles  and,  finally,  to  go  over  to  nuclear  disarmament.  Where  else  if  not  in 
Europe  is  it  high  time  to  carve  the  way  to  a  new  political  thinking? 
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Let  me  speak  in  this  regard  about  the  role  of  Europe  in  today's  world.  It  is  more  than 
appropriate  to  communicate  thoughts  on  this  topic  exactly  here,  in  Czechoslovakia, 
where  the  geographical  center  of  Europe  is  situated  and  where  there  is  even  a  stone 
indicating  this  point.  We  attach  primary  importance  to  the  European  direction  of  our 
foreign  policy.  Why  so?  First  of  all,  our  peoples  live  on  this  continent;  together 
with  other  peoples,  they  are  legitimate  heirs  to  the  civilization  that  was  born  here, 
and  they  make  their  inalienable  contribution  to  its  development. 

Socialism  has  marked  a  crucial  turn  in  the  centuries-old  history  of  this  part  of  the 
world.  From  time  Immemorial,  wars  have  been  milestones  here.  The  routing  of  fascism 
and  the  victory  of  socialist  revolution  in  East  European  countries  brought  about  a  new 
situation  on  the  continent.  A  powerful  force  arose  here  which  set  itself  the  aim  of 
breaking  the  continuous  chain  of  military  conflicts.  It  is  precisely  to  socialism  that 
Europe  is  indebted  for  the  fact  that  for  over  4  decades  its  peoples  have  known  no  wars. 

We  now  are  resolutely  coming  out  against  the  division  of  the  continent  into  opposing 
military  blocs,  the  buildup  of  arms  arsenals  here,  against  everything  that  is  a  source 
of  the  threat  of  war.  In  light  of  the  new  thinking,  we  have  put  forward  the  concept  of 
a  pan-European  home.  This  is  not  a  beautiful  dream,  it  is  the  result  of  a  serious 
analysis  of  the  situation  on  the  continent. 


The  concept  of  a  pan-European  home  means,  first  of  all,  the  recognition  of  a  certain 
integrity,  though  we  are  speaking  about  states  adhering  to  different  social  systems  and 
belonging  to  opposite  military-political  blocs.  In  it  urgent  problems  are  combined 
with  the  existence  of  real  possibilities  for  their  solution.  Given  the  high  density  of 
the  population  and  the  degree  of  urbanization,  Europe  is  oversaturated  witli  weapons. 
Three-million  strong  armies  confront  each  other  in  it.  Even  a  "conventional  war"  would 
be  ruinous  here,  and  not  only  due  to  the  fact  that  "conventional"  weapons  are  now 
exceeding  many  times  over  in  destructive  force  the  weapons  used  in  World  War  11,  but 
also  because  there  are  about -200  power  sets  of  nuclear  power  stations  on  its  territory, 
a  ramified  network  of  large  chemical  factories  which,  if  hit,  would  make  the  continent 
unsuitable  for  life.  Take  also  environmental  pollution,  for  example.  The  scale  of 
industrialization  and  transport  development  on  our  continent  is  such  that  ecological 
danger  already  has  approached  a  criticial  point.  This  problem  has  spread  far  beyond 
national  borders  and  has  become  a  pan-European  one.  It  is  time  to  think  how 
integration  processes  are  going  to  develop  further  in  both  parts  of  Europe. 

The  laws  of  the  world  economy  are  objective;  and  scientific-technical  progress  also 
prompts  us  to  seek  some  kind  of  forms  of  mutually  beneficial  cooperation.  CEMA  has 
given  the  signal  for  bridge-building  in  the  interests  of  all  European  peoples.  It  can 
be  expected  that  new  processes  in  the  economy  of  the  countries  of  the  socialist 
community  will  make  it  possible  to  .activate,  enrich,  and  fill  with  new  content  the 
economic  cooperation  of  the  two  halves  of  Europe. 

Europe  from  the  Atlantic  to  the  Urals  is  also  an  historical  and  cultural  category  in  a 
high,  spiritual  sense.  Here  world  civilization  has  been  enriched  with  the  ideas  of  the 
Renaissance  and  the  Enlightenment.  The  humanitarian  tradition  and  the  doctrine  of 
socialism  have  been  strongly  developed.  By  the  efforts  of  geniuses  of  all  the  European 
nations,  a  priceless  fund  has  been  created  in  all  branches  of  scientific 
knowledge  and  of  artistic  comprehension  of  the  world.  So,  instead  of  a 
nuclear  crematorium  for  Europe,  we  propose  the  peaceful  development  of 
European  culture,  which  has  many  faces,  yet  forms  a  single  entity. 


36 


Our  concept  of  a  common  FAiropean  abode  by  no  means  implies  an  intention  to  slam  doors 
in  anyone’s  face.  On  the  contrary,  the  progress  of  Europe  would  enable  it  to  make  a 
still  greater  contribution  to  the  progress  of  the  rest  of  the  world.  Europe  must  not 
avoid  participation  in  solving  the  problems  of  hunger,  debt,  and  underdevelopment  or 
helping  to  wipe  out  armed  conflicts. 


We  can  be  sure  that  the  peoples  of 
establishment  on  the  continent  of  an 
coexistence  and  cooperation.  lhat  would 
political  thinking- 


Europe,  without  exception,  stand  for  the 
atmosphere  of  good-neighborliness  and  trust, 
be,  in  the  full  sense,  the  triumph  of  the  new 


Movement  toward  that  aim  is  dictated  by  no  means  only  by  moral  considerations:  It 

corresponds  to  the  deep  interests  of  all  the  European  nations,  for  m  pur  age  of 
interdependence,  more  and  more  problems  arise  that  can  only  be  solved  by  the  join 
efforts  of  the  European  community  and  of  the  whole  world  community.  Are  we  not 
compelled  to  unite  if  we  are  to  fight  such  threats  to  civilization  as  the  phenomena  of 
terrorism,  crime,  and  drug  addiction?  Is  it  not  clear  that  if  we  '’o  J'ot  combine  our 
efforts  today  to  combat  that  new  calamity  that  has  befallen  mankind,  AIDS,  then 
tomorrow  it  may  be  too  l,ate? 


That  list  could  be  extended.  Literally  scores  of  extremely  difficult 
problems  today  are  acquiring  global  status,  in  other  words,  only  a  united 
world  community  can  hope  to  solve  them. 


Europe  can  set  a  worthy  excample,  and  our 
worthy  contribution  to  this.  It  ^  is  in 
initiative  for  convening  an  economic  forum, 
large  role  in  consolidating  the  economic 
mutually  beneficial  cooperation. 


countries  are  fully  determined  to  make  a 
this  context  tht  we  see  Czechoslovakia's 
We  are  convinced  that  this  can  play  a 
security  of  the  states  and  in  developing 


Dictated  by  the  same  desire  is  our  proposal  to  hold  a  conference  in  Moscow  of  the 
member  states  of  the  pan-European  conference  on  the  development  of  humanitarian 
cooperation.  We  feel  that  any  idea  which,  be  it  only  in  some  way,  actually  reduces  the 
tension  of  confrontation,  deserves  to  be  put  forward  and  discussed.  Much  already  has 
been  done  jointly  for  the  notion  of  the  pan-European  home  to  achieve  general 
recognition.  The  Helsinki  process  is  active;  step  by  step  it  makes  it  possible  to 
strengthen  confidence  among  all  European  countries. 


Working  in  this  way,  bringing  out 
confrontation  and  striving  for  a 
matters  in  Europe  to  be  conducted. 


common  interests,  reducing  the  level  of  a  military 
nuclear-free  world  —  that  is  how  we  would  like 


Dear  comrades!  At  the  end  of  this  year  we  will  be  celebrating  the  70th  anniversary  of 
the  Great  October  Socialist  Revolution,  and  at  the  beginning  of  next  year  the  AOth 
anniversary  of  the  February  Revolution  in  Czechoslovakia.  These  events  are  closely 
linked.  They  reveal  the  historic  natural  transition  to  socialism  and  the  richness  and 
variation  of  its  forms.  We  have  passed  through  many  things  and  we  have  achieved  much 
together,  but  no  matter  how  great  the  tasks  set  by  history  before  the  countries  of 
socialism,  we  are  confident  that  we  will  be  able  to  solve  them.  The 
guarantee  of  this  is  the  will  of  our  parties,  the  inexhaustible  potential 
of  the  socialist  social  system  and  the  friendship  and  comradeship  of  our 
peoples. 
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Long  live  our  alliance!  May  the  friendship  and  fraternity  of  the  Soviet  and 
Czechoslovak  peoples  strengthen  from  year  to  year! 

May  their  choice  of  socialism  and  close  cooperation  and  interaction  bring  our  peoples 
new  rich  fruits!  May  there  be  peace  on  earth! 

The  speeches  of  Comrades  G.  Husak  and  M.S.  Gorbachev  were  heard  with  great  attention 
and  accompanied  by  prolonged  applause. 

The  band  played  the  party  anthem,  the  "Internationale." 

Western  Reaction  to  Speech 
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[IZVESTIYA  Press  Service  report:  "How  Will  They  Respond?  First  Reaction  to  New  Soviet 
Initiatives"] 

[Text]  When  news  agency  correspondents  have  to  convey  something  exceptionally 
Important  to  their  editorial  offices  and  from  these  to  the  entire  world  they  not  only 
mark  their  reports  "urgent"  or  "flash."  They  compress  these  reports  down  to  a  few 
lines  to  expedite  their  passage  through  all  channels  into  the  airwaves  or  into  the 
pages  of  newspapers.  These  few  lines  have  to  encapsulate  the  essence  of  the  event,  all 
the  main  elements. 

We  look  through  the  reports  sent  by  Western  agency  reporters  from  Prague,  reports  about 
the  rally  speech  delivered  by  M.S.  Gorbachev,  general  secretary  of  the  CPSU  Central 
Committee.  What  is  the  main  point  singled  out  in  these  initial  brief  reports?  Three 
factors:  the  proposal  to  start  discussing  the  question  of  reducing  and  subsequently 
eliminating  missiles  with  a  range  of  between  500  and  1,000  km  without  linking  this  to 
the  progress  and  outcome  of  the  solution  to  the  problem  of  medium— range  missiles;  the 
call  for  large-scale  talks  with  a  view  to  radically  reducing  tactical  nuclear  weapons, 
armed  forces,  and  conventional  arms;  and  the  information  that  the  Soviet  Union  has 
stopped  producing  chemical  weapons  and  has  begun  to  build  a  special  enterprise  to 
destroy  stockpiles  of  chemical  weapons. 

Particular  attention  among  reporters  was  also  attracted  by  the  following 
words  from  the  Soviet  leader:  "We  invite  Paris,  London,  and  Bonn...  to 
promote  the  freeing  of  Europe  from  medium-range  nuclear  missiles  and  finally 
make  the  transition  to  nuclear  disarmament." 

What  is  the  reaction  in  these  capitals  to  what  LE  MATIN  of  Paris  has  called  the 
Kremlin’s  "sensational  initiative"?  Extremely  diverse  and  maybe  even  contradictory. 
The  overall  feeling  you  get  is  that  the  West  has  again  proved  to  be  unprepared  for  the 
Soviet  leadership's  bold  and  extraordinary  steps. 

London  —  In  the  words  of  a  Foreign  Office  spokesman,  the  proposal  for  talks  between 
East  and  West  "will  not,  of  course,  be  rejected  immediately,  without  thought.  We  will 
carefully  study  what  he  is  proposing."  If  this  quote,  carried  by  the  REUTER  agency,  is 
accurate,  it  is  difficult  to  get  away  from  the  impression  that  it  is  almost 
predetermined  that  London  will  reject  the  proposal. 
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This  impression  is  reinforced  by  yet  another  report,  which  states!  "Official  sources 
state  that  the  Soviet  Union  seems  to  be  trying  to  push  Europe  further  along  the  path  of 
nuclear  disarmament  /than  the  West  is  prepared  to  go."/  [slantlines  denote  boldface  as 
published]  In  other  words,  the  West  is  not  ready  for  Europe  to  be  completely  rid  of 
nuclear  weapons.  Incidentally,  a  statement  made  in  Chicago  by  Sir  Geoffrey  Howe, 
secretary  of  state  for  foreign  and  Commonwealth  affairs,  is  very  indicative  in  terms  of 
its  duplicity.  In  his  words,  the  Soviet  leader's  proposal  should  not  be  allowed  to... 
distract  from  the  progress  already  achieved  in  the  matter  of  arms  control. 


Where's  the  logic,  one  would  like  to  ask. 


Bonn — The  reaction  in  official  circles  has  been  as  follows:  In  the  x>?ords 
of  an  FRG  Government  spokesman,  Bonn  Intends  to  "carefully  check  out"  the 
disarmament  proposals  put  forward  in  Prague.  [paragraph  continues] 


Bonn  hopes  that  these  proposals  will  be  clarified  in  the  course  of  U.S.  Secretary  of 
State  George  Shultz'  upcoming  visit  to  Moscow.  The  spokesman  noted  that  the  FRG  wants 
the  speediest  signing  of  an  agreement  on  the  prohibition  and  complete  elimination  of 
chemical  weapons. 

In  FRG  opposition  circles  the  reaction  to  the  Prague  speech  is  more  concrete:  Egon 
Bahr,  one  of  the  leaders  of  the  Social  Democratic  Party  of  Germany,  urged  the  West  to 
give  a  constructive  response  to  M.S.  Gorbachev's  proposals,  noting  that  these  proposals 
take  account  of  all  the  main  viewpoints  expressed  by  the  West.  Bahr  considers,  REUTER 
reports,  that  the  Prague  speech  opened  up  "the  prospect  of  progress  in  the  matter  of 
disarmament  in  Europe." 

In  Paris  the  Defense  Ministry  assessed  positively  the  plan  for  destroying  stockpiles  of 
chemical  weapons.  This  is  a  very  good  idea,  a  ministry  spokesman  stated. 

On  the  other  hand,  as  can  be  judged  from  reports  in  the  newspapers  LE  QUOTIDIEN  DE 
PARIS  and  LE  PARISIEN  LIBERE,  the  proposal  on  short-range  missiles  has  been  greeted 
"with  apprehension"  in  official  circles. 

And  finally  Washington,  or  rather  Los  Angeles,  which  is  where  President  Reagan  and  liis 
closest  adviser  are  at  this  time  —  in  the  words  of  the  President  himself,  he  "was  glad 
to  hear"  that  the  Soviet  leader  advocated  simultaneous  talks  on  short-range  miss i) os. 
But  both  Reagan  and  an  unnamed  high-ranking  administration  spokesman  made  it  plain  that 
Washington  is  still  not  prepared  to  abandon  the  numerous  provisos  and  conditions  tliat 
it  is  advancing  in  its  patent  desire  to  block  the  speediest  achievement  of  accord  on 
medium-range  missiles. 

At,  the  same  time  reports  coming  out  of  the  United  States  intimate  that  tlie  Reagan 
administration's  first  reaction  to  the  Pragiie  speech  is  far  from  the  final  one  and  in 
this  context  Secretary  of  State  Shultz'  upcoming  visit  to  Moscow  is  assuming  additional 
importance. 

Well,  we  won't  have  to  wait  long  —  the  visit  begins  on  Monday,  13  April. 
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Gorbachev-Husak  Talks  11  April 

PM130905  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  12  Apr  87  Second  Edition  p  1 
[TASS  report:  "M.S.  Gorbachev's  Meeting  With  G.  Husak"] 

[Text]  M.S.  Gorbachev’s  final  meeting  with  G.  Husak  took  place  in  Bratislava  11  April. 

Satisfaction  was  expressed  with  the  results  of  the  CPSU  Central  Committee  ^general 
secretary's  visit  to  Czechoslovakia,  and  it  was  pointed  out  that  it  had  been  a  major 
landmark  in  the  development  of  all-around  cooperation  and  strengthening  of  friendship 
between  the  two  fraternal  countries'  peoples. 

G.  Husak  reemphasized  the  full  support  of  Czechoslovak  Communists  and  the  country's 
working  people  for  the  CPSU's  Innovative  domestic  and  foreign  policy.  The  CSSR  wholly 
shares  the  new  Soviet  initiatives  on  the  elimination  of  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe 
and  on  other  disarmament  questions  advanced  at  the  Prague  rally. 

M.S.  Gorbachev  voiced  sincere  gratitude  for  the  exceptionally  warm  and  cordial  welcome 
^tTUz^hoslovak-^^oil.  He  wished  the  Communists  and  the  entire  people  of  Czechoslovakia 
great  successes  in  resolving  the  task  set  by  the  l7th  CPCZ  Congress  and  in  furthei 
developing  their  socialist  motherland. 


More  on  11  April  Meeting 

LD111536  Moscow  TASS  in  English  1440  GMT  11  Apr  87 

[Text]  Bratislava,  11  April  (TASS) —Mikhail  Gorbachev,  geneiral  secretary 
of  the  Central  Committee  of  the  Communist  Party  of  the  Soviet  Union  (CPSU) , 
today  met  with  the  leaders  of  the  Communist  Party  of  Slovakia  (KSS)  at  the 
KSS  Central  Committee. 

They  included  Jozef  Lenart,  a  member  of  the  Presidium  of  the  Central 
Committee  of  the  Communist  Party  of  Czechoslovakia  (KSS)  and  first  secretary 
of  the  KSS  Central  Committee,  members  of  the  Presidium  and  of  the  Secretariat 
of  the  KSS  Central  Committee  and  the  chairman  of  the  KSS  Central  Auditing 
Commission. 

The  meeting  wns  also  attended  by  Gustav  Husak,  general  secretary  of  the  KSS  Central 
Committee,  and  Vasil  Bilak  and  Milos  Jakes,  members  of  the  Presidium  and  secretaries  of 
the  KSS  Central  Committee. 

Vadim  Medvedev,  a  secretary  of  the  CPSU  Central  Committee,  and  Viktor  Lomakin,  a  member 
of  the  CPSU  Central  Committee  who  is  the  ambassador  of  the  USSR  to  Czechoslovakia,  were 
also  present. 

Lenart  briefed  the  Soviet  leader  on  the  progress  of  work  by  the  Communists  and  all 
working  people  of  Slovakia  to  fulfill  the  decisions  of  the  17th  Congress  of  the  KSS. 
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Joint  Communique  on  Visit 

PM121615  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  13  Apr  87  First  Edition  pp  1-2 
[”Soviet-Czechoslovak  Joint  Communique” — PRAVDA  headline] 

[Excerpts]  M.S.  Gorbachev,  general  secretary  of  the  CPSU  Central  Committee, 
was  in  the  CSSR  on  an  official  friendly  visit  9  thtough  11  April  1987  at 
the  Invitation  of  the  CPCZ  Central  Committee. 


M.S.  Gorbachev  had  talks  with  G.  Husak,  general  secretary  of  the  CPCZ 
Central  Committee,  and  meetings  with  other  leaders  of  Czechoslovakia. 

M.S.  Gorbachev  spoke  at  a  rally  at  the  Prague  Palace  of  Culture  and  visited 
the  CKD  compressors  plant  in  Prague  and  the  Mier  unified  agricultural 
cooperative  named  for  Czechoslovak-Soviet  friendship.  The  CPSU  Central 
Committee  general  secretary  visited  the  national  monument  on  Zizkov  Hill 
and  the  Olsany  Cemetery  in  Prague  and  the  Slavin  and  Slovak  national 
uprising  monuments  in  Bratislava,  where  he  honored  the  memory  of  the 
heroes  of  the  two  fraternal  countries. 


During  an  exchange  of  opinions  on  fundamental  questions  of 
international  situation,  M.S.  Gorbachev  and  G.  Husak  stressed  the  nee 
and  a  constructive  approach  to  the  complex  and  interconnected  rea 
world  in  the  interests  of  strengthening  security  for  all. 


the  present-day 
for  new  thinking 
ies  of  the  modern 


The  Czechoslovak  side  expressed  a  high  opinion  of  the  USSR’s  steps  aimed  at 
tJe  sitSriorin  the  world,  particularly  the  program  for  eliminating  nuclear  and  other 
tvnes  of  mass  destruction  weapons  by  the  end  of  the  century.  Exceptional  significance 
is  attached  to  the  proposal  for  the  conclusion  without  delay  ^  f  is 

the  elimination  of  Soviet  and  U.S.  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe. 

<!ivned  the  withdrawal  of  the  increased-range  operational  and  tactical  miss 
rnmnleLs  fraketnyye  kompleksy  operatyivno-takticheskogo  naznacheniya  povyshennoy 

CSS^  .s’;  to  the  '<»Clo^t  of  U  S  „,,sea^ 

in  Western  Europe  will  be  ensured.  A  high  assessment  was  made  of  the  USSR  s  reacluteoS 
to  embark  immediately  on  talks  on  the  reduction  and  complete  elimination 
and  tactical  missiles  [rakety  operativno-takticheskogo  naznacheniya] 

European  Continent. 


The  strengthening  of  all-European  security  would  be  served  by  the 
Implementation  of  the  CSSR  and  GDR  proposal  for  the  creation  in  central 
Europe  of  a  zone  free  from  chemical  weapons  and  of  nuclear-free  corridor 
along  the  line  of  contact  between  the  Warsaw  Pact  and  NATO  countries.  The 
Soviet  Union  is  prepared  to  remove  all  Soviet  nuclear  means  from  this 
corridor  on  the  basis  of  reciprocity  and  to  respect  [Bratislava  PRAVDA  in 
Slovak  on  13  April  adds  the  following  variation  at  this  point:  ^reciprocity 
and  to  guarantee  and  respect  its  nuclear-free..."]  its  nuclear-free  status. 
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Broad  prospects  for  improving  the  atmosphere  on  the  European  Continent  are  opened  up  by 
the  proposal  advanced  by  the  Warsaw  Pact  member  states  in  Budapest  on  considerably 
reducing  armed  forces  and  tactical  nuclear  and  conventional  arms  in  Europe  from  the 
Atlantic  to  the  Urals,  Within  the  framework  of  lowering  the  level  of  military 
confrontation,  the  sides  consider  it  important  to  implement  measures  making  it  possible 
to  reduce  or  to  eliminate  altogether  the  possibility  of  a  suprise  attack  by  reducing 
first  and  foremost  tactical  nuclear  weapons  and  strike  aircraft  [aviatsiyal,  reducing 
the  concentration  of  troops  along  the  line  of  contact  between  the  military-political 
alliances  in  Europe,  and  removing  the  most  dangerous,  offensive  types  of  arms  from  this 
zone . 

Firm  observance  of  the  principle  of  the  inviolability  of  the  borders  established  as  a 
result  of  World  War  II  and  postwar  development  is  an  immutable  condition  for 
maintaining  stable  peace  in  Europe.  Any  attempts  by  revanchist  forces  to  destroy  this 
principle  cause  serious  damage  to  relations  of  trust  and  good-neighborliness. 

Advocating  the  deepening  of  cooperation  among  European  states  in  all  fields,  the  Soviet 
Union  and  Czechoslovakia  will  strive  to  ensure  that  the  Vienna  meeting  makes  a  tangible 
contribution  to  the  strenghtening  of  security  on  the  continent,  the  cause  of  arms 
reduction,  and  the  strengthening  of  trust  between  the  states. 

Equal  and  mutually  advantageous  economic  cooperation  free  from  any  forms  of 
discrimination  is  one  of  the  foundations  of  the  all-European  process.  The  USSR 
resolutely  supports  the  CSSR*s  initiative  on  convening  an  economic  forum  in  Prague 
which  could  promote  the  expansion  of  ties  among  European  states  and  the  restructuring 
of  the  entire  system  of  international  economic  relations  on  a  just  and  democratic  basis. 

The  development  of  European  and  international  cooperation  would  be  promoted  by  the 
convening  in  Moscow  of  a  conference  of  representatives  of  the  s tate-part ic i points  in  the 
all-European  conference  to  examine  in  detail  the  entire  package  of  mutual  relations  in 
the  humanitarian  sphere. 

The  strengthening  unity  and  cohesion  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  member  states  and  the 
strengthening  of  the  role  of  the  socialist  countries'  military-political  alliance  in 
their  elaboration  and  implementation  of  an  agreed  policy  aimed  at  strengthening  peace, 
security,  and  international  cooperation  were  noted  with  satisfaction.  The  sides 
stressed  the  defensive  nature  of  their  military  doctrine. 


Moscow  Radio  Talk  Show 

LD122006  Moscow  Domestic  Service  in  Russian  1130  GMT  12  Apr  87 

["International  Observers  Roundtable"  prorgram  wiiih  Valentin -Sergeyevich-  - 

Zorin,  Central  Television  and  All-Union  Radio  political  observer;  Vitally 
Ivanovich  Kobysh,  International  affairs  journalist;  and  Viktor  Nikolayevich 
Levin,  All-Union  Radio  commentator] 

[Excerpts]  [Levin]  Hello,  esteemed  comrades.  We  do  not  doubt  at  all  that 
Mikhail  Sergeyevich  Gorbachevas  visit  to  Czechoslovakia  has  been  at  the 
center  of  your  attention  all  the  time;  you  are  familiar  with  all  the  addresses 
and  speeches  he  made  there,  and  with  the  speeches  by  Czechoslovak  comrades. 

You  already  know  what  was  talked  about  there,  but  nevertheless,  today,  of 
course,  we  will  place  this  visit  at  the  center  of  our  attention.  It  is 


/ 
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noteworthy  In  a  whole  series  of  respects,  and,  first  of  all,  we  would  like 
to  dwell  on  the  significance  of  this  visit  for  the  development  of  relations 
between  the  Soviet  Union  and  Czechoslovakia,  between  our  parties,  and, 
naturally,  on  the  international  significance  of  this  visit. 

[Zorin]  An  important  problem  discussed  with  our  Czechoslovak  friends  was  that  of 
freeing  Europe  of  medium— range  missiles,  a  problem  that  is  currently  very  important  and 
very  topical  for  the  present  point  in  international  life,  and  with  regard  to  this  I 
want  to  draw  the  attention  of  our  radio  listeners  to  the  unusual  importance  of  tills 
problem,  and,  I  would  even  say,  its  uniqueness.  Well,  first  of  all,  it's  quite  clear 
what  the  scrapping  of  a  type  of  weapon  such  as  medium-range  missiles  means  for  the 
security  of  peoples,  and,  primarily,  the  security  of  Europe,  if  one  can  manage  to 
remove  them  from  their  launch  sites.  It  is  doubtful  whether  one  needs  to  talk  a  great 
deal  about  this,  our  radio  listeners  know  this  and  are  very  well  aware  of  it. 


Am  -"tut  Angle  ’t«nty  tKat  uoula  lead  to  tUe 

elimination  of  arms. 

[Zorin]  This  is  precisely  what  I  wanted  to  say.  The  uniqueness  of  the  situation  is 
vid^^i  in  the  fact  that  "for  four  decades  -  with  greater  ^^f-^^^.^rms^Tace,  o 

"toroi  “:ui„7  ££r  ..0  ^oi 

TZrt\Z°  „rri;.nL°Ant''"has' been‘t“’  forward  apecltically, 

Zt  courrZn  out  ?o  be  the  aubjeot  of  hlatorianf  for  tie 

textbooks  that  our  grandchildren  will  study,  and  they  will  read  that  ‘  ^ 

first  time  the  most  important  turning-point  was  achieved  in  the  arms 
about-face.  I  am  talking  about  this,  although,  of  course,  one 

will  take  place,  but  it  is  practicable,  because  the  proposal  put  forward  on  28  February 

by  Mikhail  Sergeyevich  Gorbachev,  is  actually,  after  all,  an  the^^cours'e  of  "the 

the  agreement  of  the  U.S.  President;  this  proposal  was  agreed  in  the  course  ot 

meeting  in  Reykjavlkl  moreover,  after  Mikhail  Sergeyevich  had  promulgated^^  tl,., 

nronnqal  President  Reagan  immediately  spoke  and  said  that  this  P  P  / 

acceptable.  This  was  the  first  reaction;  you  remember  what  the  cUssical  author  sau^.^ 

Beware  the  soul's  first  stir,  it  can  be  noble.  I  don't  know  whether  i  g 

present  case... 

[Levin,  interrupting]  But  really  in  the  present  case  that's  how  it  is... 

[Zorin  interrupting]  Then  some  strange  things,  you  can  say,  started 
Washington  —  an  obvious  move  to  win  something  back.  In  the  first  place,  it  was  s  c  - 
SA  C  problem  of  medium-range  misallea  muaf  be  linked  to 

limited-range  missiles.  They  extracted  the  medium-range  f 3, 

nackage  Washington  was  very  persistent  in  reproaching  us  for  that  package, 

soon  a^ we  took  to  meet"  tL  U.S.  position  halfway,  they  set  about  inventing  some 

artificial  package  in  Washington. 
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A  f?Pcond  —  and.  In  my  opinion  very  dangerous  —  idea  that  has  surfaced  these  last  few 
weeks  is  that  there  is  no  need  to  remove  the  Pershings  from  Europe;  let  the  Russians 
remove  their  SS-20’s,  but  all  we  need  to  do  with  the  Pershings  is  modernise  them:  Take 
out  one  of  their  stages,  and  then  they’ll  have  a  different  range  and  all  will  be  well. 
But  for  one  thing,  all  the  Pershing  launching  facilities  will  remain;  and  second,  those 
who  say  that  a  stage  can  easily  be  taken  out  evidently  also  imply  that  it  can  just  as 
easily  be  put  back. 


I  want  to  say  that  a  real  possibility  exists  of  achieving  an  important  historic  turning 
point  beginning  with  the  abolition  of  medium-range  missiles;  yet,  at  the  same  time,  we 
observe  recent  maneuvers  by  Washington  that  are  arousing  a  good  deal  of  public  alarm, 
and  which  are  aimed  at  putting  difficulties  in  the  way  of  solving  this  problem. 


[Kobysh]  And  it’s  not  just  Washington.  I  have  the  impression 
Washington’s  NATO  allies  have  predetermined  their  roles.  Well, 
British  Prime  Minister  Margaret  Thatcher  trying  to  convince  us 
weapons  there  will  be  no  security  in  Europe  or  in  the  world. 


that  Washington  and 
we  recently  heard  the 
that  without  nuclear 


In  the  Bundestag,  the  CDU-CSU  defense  expert  Wimmer  has  demanded  that  the  concluding  of 
a  treaty  to  abolish  medium-range  missiles  be  made  dependent  on  a  reduction  of  Soviet 
conventional  armaments: 


He  says  the  zero  option  on  medium-range  missiles  would  consolidate  Soviet  superiority 
in  conventional  armaments  and  make  a  war  in  Europe  with  such  armaments  likely.^  In 
other  words  there's  a  really  massive  assault  being  made  on  people  on  their  minds, 
their  knowledge,  the  information  at  their  disposal. 

[Zorin]  Be  it  said  in  passing  that  in  his  speech  in  Prague,  Mikhail  Sergeyevich 
Gorbachev  has  given  a  completely  exhaustive  answer  to  those  who  are  trying  to  speculate 
on  so-called  conventional  weapons  and  Soviet  superiority  in  these  conventional 
weapons:  a  reply  that  leaves  such  arguments  and  speculation  without  a  leg  to  stand  on. 

[Kobysh]  When  Soviet  and  U.S.  military  experts  get  together,  the  Americans  never  say 
anything  to  our  experts  about  any  Soviet  superiority  in  conventional  armaments  -- 
because  they  know  that  there  is  an  asymmetry  in  armaments  and  they  carry  on  a  calm  au<\ 
business-like  discussion  which  concludes  with  a  general  picture  that  approximate  parity 
exists.  But  for  the  consumption  of  the  broad  public,  the  matter  is  presented  as  if 
there  were  an  avalanche  of  Soviet  tanks  poised  over  Europe  and  ready  to  fall  on  her  at 
any  moment,  and  so  forth. 

[Levin]  Yet  as  recently  as  last  year,  the  Warsaw  Pact  countries  submitted  what  is 
called  the  Budapest  program,  which  sets  forth  concrete  proposals  for  leducing 
conventional  armaments.  Now  from  Prague  comes  a  new  proposal,  taking  the  Budapest 
program  a  stage  further,  a  proposal  of  fundamental  importance:  that  all  the^  foreign 
ministers  of  the  CSCE  member  states  should  gather  together  and  make  the  decision  to 
begin  large-scale  talks  with  the  aim  of  radically  reducing  tactical  nuclear  weapons, 
armed  forces,  and  conventional  arms. 

[Zorin]  When  Mikhail  Sergeyevich  Gorbachev  proposes  that  the  foreign  ministers  should 
now  assemble  to  discuss  this  problem,  our  idea  is  not  to  impose  our  suggestions.  If 
the  West,  the  NATO  countries,  have  constructive  proposals,  the  Soviet  Union  is  willing 
to  discuss  and  examine  them  constructively.  Passing  proposals  over  in  silence  and 
ignoring  them  is  not  the  way. 
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lL,vi„l  .  ™..1H  like  to  set  b«ek  to  the  prohle,  of  the  ""J'' 

«diu,.-r,nge  elth  rodueed-tange  mleallee  ^Tutope  ar; 

there  is  complete  speculation  on  the  fact  that  be  clearer  or  more 

;“:':r"SuL‘,"t™tevle^‘oor:ree"t"eU^^ 

Elr^per  but  these  talks  a.ast  aot  he  tied  to  the  progress  and  f 

“^^™i;fig"ir,:.o"ch‘"  rr:^\nTA„r"h“-^a”s^\“-”^r:oct\t''h^ 

rptnSL  of  tJ  gov:r„Lnt:  the  opinion  of  the  foreign  n,inister.  Genscher,  and  the 
opinion  which  Chancellor  Kohl  supports. 

The  FRG  is  in  favor  of  the  zero  option.  ^ j”'’pg®gbiSg-2^mCsile ''aL^thf « 

have  already  mentioned  -  remove  one  stage  that,  excuL  me, 

it  into  a  reduced-range  missile--  they  Lception  is  a  word  that  no 

this  not  the  zero  option:  it  is  a  deception.  ♦  ^  ^i-ho1r  n  S  oartner,  but 

rr  :hit"„r  t.-  s 

^tr:^d“re  -^l‘Ll';hor-^ei;e™L^U  ^ 

words,  nuclear  weapons  must  be  the  guarantee,  as  they  say,  of  peace. 

one  »u,t  take  issue  with  this;  these  are  not  statements  ttat  shonld  he  passed  ojer,  hut 

It  seems  to  me  that  duite  honestly,  J^wouWjot^  be 

^eru"™"  toda‘;'"h:  til  is"  ripe  tor  ytii”  :: 

tht"neg"tirtir 

West;  and  what  puts  ^  S°tate°'‘Lhllta  is  due  In  Moscow  tomorrow,  snd  It's 

mtg'ivlg'-thrrjrLle  Is  .hout  -^‘-e  tor  Moscow,  Ad.lman  as^declared 

that  the  main  question  Schultz  will  raise  is  the  question  of  stra  g 

sef  they  h”  a  lot  ot  conceptions  as  to  what  Schulte  would  be  “bout.  He  11  be 

-is-r  at't-;  or^e  rn- 

and  half  criminal  matter  —  than  came  the  affair  of  ®  ^e-vg  given  a 

«-sphire  ot 

psychosis?  What  for? 

(KobyshI  It  is  welt  known  who  it  Is,  but  It  is  T  Presld'en”/ was‘’“f'l‘l'l ' to 

be  traced.  Let  us  recall  how  at  the  moment  when  the  U.S.  President  was  t lying 

Geneva  that  mysterious  letter  from  Weinberger  appeared. 
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[Zorin]  It  was  provocative  in  character. 

[Kobysh]  Purely  provocative. 

[Zorin]  And  it  was  supposed  to  wreck  the  talks. 

[Kolbysh]  It  was  supposed  to  wreck  the  talks.  It  was  at  the  time  —  I  was  in  New  York 
then  —  that  Comrade  Shevardnadze,  minister  of  foreign  affairs  of  the  Soviet  Union,  was 
going  to  very  important  talks  with  Shultz,  to  the  United  States... 

[Zorin,  interrupting]  They  provoked... 

[Kobysh,  interrupting]  They  provoked  the  so-called  case  with  our  spies  there  —  a  huge 
number  of  individuals  were  accused  —  and  they  made  fools  of  themselves,  because  they 
ended  up  without  service  staff  here  in  Moscow.  Now  there  is  this,  right  before  Shultz* 
trip.  What  is  it,  an  accident?  No,  it  is  a  pattern,  of  course.  It  is  an  action  by 
quite  definite  forces,  which  obviously  are  not  even  fully  controlled  by  the 
administration. 

[Zorin]  I  think  the  situation  in  Washington  now  is  very  complicated,  and 
multifaceted.  Well,  I  do  not  want  to  use  the  rumors  that  are  being  splashed  across  the 
pages  of  the  U.S.  press  —  they  claim  that  in  discussions  behind  closed  doors  Shultz 
speaks  in  favor  of  signing  an  agreement  on  medium-range  missiles  and  Weinberger  speaks 
against  it  —  those  are  conjectures.  But  one  can  consider  it  to  be  a  fact  that  a  keen 
struggle  is  going  on  inside  the  Washington  administration.  There  are  things  that  can 
be  traced  in  documents.  The  impression  is  created  that  the  right-wing  extremists 
you  have  just  been  talking  about  that,  Vitaliy  Ivanovich  —  are  stepping  up  their 
activities  precisely  now,  in  order  to,  well,  practically  prevent  the  U.S.  secretary  of 
state  from  conducting  constructive  work  during  his  trip  to  Moscow,  to  place  U.S. 
diplomacy  in  such  conditions  that  it  is  impossible  to  achieve  an  agreement.  Well,  what 
is  Shultz  coming  with?  What  instructions  has  he  received?  We  will  learn  this  during 
the  coming  week.  But  that  there  are  serious,  influential  circles  for  whom  the  real 
prospects  of  a  serious  breakthrough  in  the  matter  of  disarmament  goes  against  the 
grain,  and  who  are  doing  all  they  can  to  ensure  that  a  possible  agreement  is  torpedoed 
—  there  is  no  doubt  of  that  at  all. 

[Levin]  But  what  is  interesting,  Valentin  Sergeyevich,  is  that  —  pay  attention 
those  circles  are  using  such  base  methods.  Why  are  they  resorting  to  all  this  spy 
mania,  talking  about  Marines?  After  all,  they  don't  have  any  trtunps. 

[Kobysh]  I  don't  really  understand  that. 

[Levin]  Well,  I  think  it  can  be  explained  by  the  fact  that  earlier  they  had  ready  in 
hand  certain  postulates  which  they  thrust  upon  us  all  the  time.  For  example,  the 
question  of  verification.  They  hindered  the  achievement  of  an  accord  on  problems  of 
arms  limitation,  citing  the  fact  that  we,  the  Soviet  Union  —  they  said  were  against 
verification.  Even  when  we  proposed  separating  the  problem  of  medium-range  missiles  in 
Europe  from  the  overall  package  of  the  Soviet-U.S.  talks  on  nuclear  and  space  weapons 
in  Geneva,  as  you  recall,  the  U.S.  delegation  stated:  We  are  introducing  proposals  in 
which,  first  and  foremost,  the  issue  will  be  verification.  They  will  be  strict 
measures,  and  they  let  it  be  understood  that  they  would  think  up  something  that  would 
stump  the  Soviet  Union.  What  does  the  Soviet  Union  reply  to  that? 
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IKobyshI  Well,  the  Soviet  Union  has  now  replied,  through  Mikhail  Sergeyevich  Gorbachev 
LeUng’ln  Prague,  with  something  which  will  now  “L'S!;  r^fk  tjrir  jLfl™! 

llfZtTol  or^isrues^llsr  it"st'aUatW  'tirt'  ra^gXl^ufaftaang 

rrrctsrarrVt^oti:t\rr %ree.ent  is 
Sergeyevich  said.  I  know  for  a  fact  that  there  is  panic  in  America  now. 

[Zorin]  Let's  be  accurate.  Is  there  panic  in  the  Pentagon? 

[Kobysh]  Yes. 

[Zorin]  Is  there  panic  in  the  directorates  of  military-industrial  corporation. 


[Kobysh]  Yes. 

[Zorin]  In  California? 

[Kobysh]  Yes. 

Uorinl  There  the  question  arises:  What,  will  there  /“-‘“/“rCectL”-- 

tactorles,  in  our  laboratories?  to  »°  f jLrs  and  have  shown  that 

with  the  aid  of  which  denagogues  »««  ^een  '.us,  for  so  ««jy  Yd.  s 

the  Soviet  Union  is  blocking  a  solution  to  the  issue.  ^  proposal, 

proposal  not  as  a  diplomatic  move,  not  as  a  politica  «  ^  achieve  the  goals 

clai”  Tt'‘’'turns'"'ouf-"i  t"hTnTyou“a™  right,  Viktor  Nikolayevich  -  that  they 

"h:vf'?:;r"the  irg^nts  they  have  “  ruttle^ro'vtoaTl^U”"’ 

inasmuch  as  they  have  no  arguments,  they  are  resorting  to  iiu  v 

[Levin]  I  would  like  to  note  one  more  point 

''°®“utlon%ret"\ha”t’lssif”ln%he™e°s‘t  Indr  incidentally,  you,  Vitaliy  Ivanovich, 
Saitoi  natcrer  She  attempted  to  play  upon  that.  too.  Here  again  Is  our  prec.se. 
absolutely  clear  answer. 

:;.s  r.  -s:.r.sra.-’.,r.isv' 

had  them  on  their  territory.  Third,  we  ^  These  are  concrete 

steps!"!  c^onSti^Ls^e^^'^o'rne  mo!e'^  in  the  West  have  been  attempting 

to  gamble  on. 
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All  this  shows  that  actually  a  new  way  of  thinking  is  not  an  invented  term,  but  a 
program  of  actions,  a  program  of  actions  full  of  concrete  proposals,  concrete  ideas, 
honest  ideas,  ideas  envisaging  mutual  security,  taking  into  account  the  interests  of 
the  other  side,  ideas  which  are  to  open  up  the  path  toward  real  disarmament,  the 
termination  of  the  arms  race. 

[Kobysh]  Generally,  Mikhail  Sergeyevich  Gorbachev’s  speech  at  the  meeting  in  Prague,  I 
think,  contains  the  idea  of  universal  humanism.  It  goes  beyond  European  borders.  It 
gives  hope  to  all  people.  If  you  don’t  mind.  I'll  now  read  out  these  words  which,  I 
think,  cannot  leave  anyone  indifferent.  He  said: 

In  our  age  of  mutual  dependence  more  and  more  problems  are  emerging  that  can  only  be 
solved  by  the  joint  efforts  of  the  European  and,  indeed,  the  whole  world  community. 
Doesn’t  the  struggle  against  phenomena  threatening  civilization,  such  as  terrorism, 
crime,  drug  addition  really  demand  unity?  Isn’t  it  clear  that  unless  we  combine 
efforts  now  against  such  a  new  calamity  as  AIDS,  which  has  striken  humanity,  it  already 
may  be  too  late  tomorrow?  That  list  can  be  continued.  Literally  dozens  of  extremely 
complex  problems  are  now  acquiring  the  status  of  global  problems;  that  is,  only  a 
united  world  community  is  up  to  resolving  them.  Europe  can  show  a  worthy  example,  and 
our  countries  are  full  of  resolve  to  make  their  worthy  contribution  to  that. 

[Levin]  There  we  will  finish  today,  comrades.  Thank  you  for  your  attention.  All  the 
best. 


/12858 

CSO:  5200/1417 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


USSR:  COVERAGE  OF  FRENCH  PREMIER'S  VISIT  TO  WASHINGTON 

Discusses  INF 

LD010619  Moscow  TASS  in  English  0551  GMT  1  Apr  87 

[Text]  Washington  1  April  TASS  —  TASS  correspondent  Igor  Ignatyev  reports: 

East-West  relations  and  arras  control  dominated  at  White  House  talks  between  U.S. 
President  Ronald  Reagan  and  French  Prime  Minister  Jacques  Chirac,  here  on  a  two-day 
official  visit  Tuesday. 

The  talks  also  involved  U.S.  Vice-President  George  Bush,  Secretary  of  State  George 
Shultz,  the  president's  national  security  adviser  Frank  Carlucci  and  White  House  Chief 
of  Staff  Howard  Baker. 

U.S.  officials  said  one  issue  that  had  been  discussed  in  detail  was  the 
intermediate-range  nuclear  force  (INF)  in  Europe. 

Judging  by  remarks  by  a  high-ranking  official  spokesman,  the  U.S.  Administration,  which 
has  been  seeking  to  link  ah  INF  agreement  artificially  with  the  issue  of  shorter-range 
missiles,  reaffirmed  that  posture.  - - 

It  means  in  point  of  fact  a  renunciation  of  cuts  in  nuclear  armories  in  Europe  and  an 
intention  to  beef  them  up  by  deploying  American  theater  missiles. 

In  other  words,  Washington  is  again  pressing  its  oft-repeated  but  absurd  "builddown 
formula,  meaning  progress  to  arms  reduction  talks  through  an  arms  buildup. 

The  official  U.S.  spokesman  reported  agreement  on  this  point  at  the  White  House  talks. 

’Backed  Away  From  Zero  Option’ 

PM0610^5  Moscow  IZVESTIYA  in  Russian  3  Apr  87  Morning  Edition  p  1 
(Unnamed  own  correspondent  dispatch:  "Focusing  on  Bombs"] 

[Text]  Paris  —  French  Premier  J.  Chirac's  visit  to  the  United  States,  during  which  he 
held  talks  with  President  R.  Reagan,  Secretary  of  State  G.  Shultz,  Defense  Secretary  C. 
Weinberger,  and  other  officials,  is  over. 

The  talks  focused  on  the  Soviet  proposal  to  eliminate  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe. 
Observers  are  pointing  out  that  the  French  premier  decided  while  overseas  to  speak  on 
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behalf  of  the  West  European  governments ♦  which  are  allegedly  ’^concerned**  about  the 
prospect  of  U.S.  cruise  missiles  and  Pershings  being  removed.  Paris,  observers  are 
noting,  now  heads  the  forces  in  Western  Europe  which  are  trying  to  link  the  question  of 
the  elimination  of  medium-range  missiles  with  various  conditions  and  demands  on  the 
Soviet  Union,  and  in  particular  with  the  question  of  Soviet  ’’superiority”  in 
operational  and  tactical  missiles  and  conventional  arms  and  armed  forces.  To  all 
intents  and  purposes  France  has  backed  away  from  the  "zero  option,"  which  it  had 
defended  so  ardently  until  quite  recently. 

President  R.  Reagan  assured  his  guest  that  the  United  States  is  taking  the  "concern"  of 
its  NATO  allies  into  consideration-  On  the  conclusion  of  the  talks  J.  Chirac  noted 
with  satisfaction  that  the  White  House  is  taking  West  European  interests  fully  into 
account  and  that  there  are  now  no  "reasons  for  alarm."  "The  current  Eurornissile  talks 
will  not  lead  to  the  creation  of  a  nuclear-free  Europe,"  the  French  premier  stated  in 
an  interview  with  French  radio.  "Fortunately,  a  certain  amount  of  nuclear  weapons  will 
remain  in  Europe." 

"Saved!"  was  how  L’HUMANITE  summed  up  the  results  of  the  visit  with  bitter  irony. 
"Europe  will  become  a  powder  keg.  We  will  be  left  with  the  means  to  destroy  the  old 
continent." 


Anti-Soviet  ^Spy  Sagas* 

PM061121  Moscow  IZVESTIYA  in  Russian  3  Apr  87  Morning  Edition  p  4 

[Own  correspondent  Yu.  Kovalenko  dispatch:  "Like  A  Detective  Story"] 

[Excerpts]  Paris  — Like  the  low-budget  U.S.  detective  series  swamping  French 
television,  the  affair  that  is  currently  being  whipped  up  by  the  local  mass  media 
also  comprises  many  episodes.  It  has  been  concocted  according  to  the  classic  spy- 
novel  recipe  in  which  the  "Reds"  play  the  bad  guys. 

Thus,  whereas  in  the  first  episode  it  was  a  question  of  a  group  of  Frenchmen  handing 
the  Russians  secrets  about  the  Ariane  rocket  (this  has  already  been  discussed  in 
IZVESTIYA),  new  "revelations"  followed  later.  It  seems  that  the  Soviets  picked  out 
many  targets  in  France  to  satisfy  their  "colossal"  needs  in  the  economic  and 
technological  fields.  Consequently,  the  photocopiers  that  were  copying  "secret 
documents"  for  Moscow  went  from  red-hot  to  white-hot  and  the  computers  at  the  National 
Institute  of  Statistics  and  Economic  Studies,  where  the  two  engineers  accused  of 
espionage  worked,  already  have  been  ravaged  (Even  though  an  institute  representative 
pointed  out  that  the  data  they  contain  are  not  secret,  his  words  went  unheeded). 


This  spy  saga  with  an  anti-Soviet  slant  has  a  long-term  term  aim:  It  is  being  used  to 
discredit  the  USSR  and,  in  particular,  our  proposal  to  eliminate  medium-range  missiles 
in  Europe,  which  many  have  attacked  and  assessed  as  a  threat  to  West  European,  and 
particularly  French,  security.  At  the  same  time,  steps  are  being  taken  to  patch 
together  a  united  allied  front  to  oppose  the  Soviet  initiative  and  call  for  "Eirniness" 
from  Washington  in  the  Euromissile  talks  with  Moscow. 


Chirac  •Realism* 

LD022150  Moscow  Domestic  Service  in  Russian  1500  GMT  2  Apr  87 
[Commentary  by  Viktor  Levin] 

[Text]  French  Prime  Minister  Chirac  has  finished  his  official  visit  to  the  United 
States.  A  news  commentary  by  Viktor  Levin  who  is  at  the  microphone: 

[Levin]  Relations  between  France  and  the  United  States  have  lately  become  clouded  by 
the  existence  of  discord  over  such  issues  as  international  trade.  Near  East 
settlements,  and  ways  of  overcoming  the  huge  foreign  debt  of  the  developing  countries. 
On  some  of  these  issues  —  first  of  all  I  would  like  to  note  the  problem  of  the  Near 
East  settlement  —  the  French  position  is  characterized  by  far  greater  realism  than  the 
United  States’  approach.  So  Prime  Minister  Chirac,  at  the  final  news  conference  in 
Washington,  also  spoke  in  favor  of  support  for  the  idea  of  holding  an  international 
conference  on  the  Near  East  with  the  participation  of  all  the  sides  concerned. 

Maybe  the  most  poignant  issues  are  those  of  trade— economic  relations.  Matters^  have 
reached  a  state  where  France  openly  expresses  discontent  at  the  economic  policies  of 
the  power  across  the  ocean,  which  persistently  tries  to  crush  its  partners— 
competitors.  During  one  of  the  days  of  Chirac’s  stay  in  Washington,  the  organ  of 
business  circles  —  the  newspaper  LE  MONDE  —  openly  wrote  about  the  cynical  policies 
in  the  sphere  of  trade  of  the  U.S.  Administration. 

To  iron  out  the  trade-economic  contradictions  —  and  in  my  view  this  task  was  a 
priority  for  Chirac  —  judging  by  everything  the  French  prime  minister  has  made 
concessions  to  Washington  in  the  sphere  where  France  should  have  shown  particular 
caution.  We  are  talking  about  medium-range  missiles  and  the  problem  of  their 
liquidation.  It  is  known  that  the  Soviet  Union  has  agreed  at  the  present  stage  to  take 
neither  the  French  nor  the  British  nuclear  potential  into  consideration.  One  would 
imagine  that  this  would  have  caused  pleasure  in  Paris.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  French 
President  Mitterrand  assessed  positively  the  Soviet  proposal  regarding  isolating  the 
problem  of  medium-range  missiles  from  the  general  complex  of  questions  on  the 
limitation  of  nuclear  and  space  weapons,  and  spoke  in  favor  of  the  corresponding 
agreement  between  the  USSR  and  the  United  States.  I  now  have  the  impression  that 
Chirac  holds  a  different  position. 

During  the  talks  in  Washington  he  talked  about  the  necessity  to  increase  the  number  of 
U.S.  shorter  range  missiles  [rakety  mensney  dalnosti]  in  Europe.  This  demand  is  being 
submitted  under  the  guise  of  leveling  the  number  of  such  missiles  between  the  USSR  and 
the  United  States.  In  effect,  if  the  question  is  put  in  this  manner  it  creates  new 
difficulties  for  working  out  an  agreement  on  medium-range  missiles.  The  Soviet  Union 
meanwhile  has  proposed  to  accept  a  zero  option  as  far  as  medium-range  missiles  are 
concerned,  and  this  proposal  is  gaining  more  and  more  support  in  West  Europe.  Special 
attention  is  deserved  by  the  fact  that  representatives  of  the  FRG,  on  whose  territory 
all  the  Pershing-2  and  a  large  number  of  cruise  missiles  are  found,  are  definitely  in 
favor  of  the  zero  option. 

The  striving  of  Prime  Minister  Chirac  to  solve  poignant  problems  regarding  relations 
with  the  United  States  are  quite  understandable  and  easy  to  explain,  but  why  in  the 
meantime  he  is  prepared  to  hinder  the  process  of  the  limitation  of  nuclear  weapons  is 
impossible  to  understand. 
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West  ’ Complicating ’  Path 


LD051950  Moscow  Television  Service  in  Russian  1400  GMT  5  Apr  87 

[From  the  "International  Panorama"  program  presented  by  Stanislav  Kondrashov] 

[Text]  Washington  had  a  visitor  last  week,  French  Prime  Minister  Jacques  Chirac.  He 
had  a  meeting  with  President  Reagan  on  31  March,  at  which  they  discussed  East-West 
relations,  arms  control  and  issues  connected  with  economic  relations.  They  also  spoke 
about  our  restructuring  here  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  about  its  potential  impact  on  the 
course  of  world  affairs.  As  an  official  spokesman  of  the  U.S.  administration  later 
stated,  the  two  sides  agreed  that  time  is  needed  for  impressions  —  that  is,  their 
impressions  of  our  restructuring  —  to  form  and  for  assessments  to  be  given. 

It  seems  to  me  that  beneath  that  diplomatic  exterior  of  waiting  a  skeptical  attitude  is 
being  deliberately  cultivated,  Washington  is  alarmed  by  the  Soviet  Union’s  growing 
prestige  and  would  like  to  infect  its  allies  with  skepticism  as  well.  This  is  not 
always  successful.  Thatcher,  for  example,  has  formed  a  fairly  positive  attitude.  In 
Moscow  she  said  that  she  welcomes  the  policy  of  openness,  restructuring  and 
democratization,  and  that  these  policies  are  paving  the  way  to  greater  trust  between 
East  and  West.  She  repeated  those  words  in  London  after  returning  home,  in  her  speech 
to  the  British  parliament. 


Chirac  and  Reagan  also  discussed  the  prospects  for  Soviet-U.S.  accords  on  medium-range 
missiles,  and  it  has  to  be  said  that  in  this  their  stance  coincides  with  that  adopted 
by  Thatcher  in  Moscow.  The  West  is  complicating  the  path  toward  implement iiig  the  very 
zero  option  which  the  Americans  themselves  proposed  6  years  ago  and  to  which  the  Soviet 
Union  has  agreed.  In  the  West  they  now  want  the  agreement  to  include  a  limitation  on 
Soviet  shorter-range  intermediate  missiles  and  give  the  Americans  the  right  to  build-up 
such  missiles  until  the  start  of  subsequent  talks. 
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BELGIAN  GOVERNMENT  MAY  DELAY  U.S.  MISSILE  DEPLOYMENT 
AU200917  Paris  AFP  in  English  0346  GMT  20  Mar  87 


[Text]  Paris,  March  20  (AFP) — Belgian  Prime  Minister  Wilf  r  lod 
Martens,  speaking  after  a  meeting  here  on  Thursday  with  French 
President  Francois  Mitterrand,  said  that  his  country  might  put 
off  deploying  more  U.S.  missiles  on  its  territory  pending  a 
U.S.-Soviet  agreement  on  intermediate  nuclear  arms. 


At  a  brief  press  conference,  Mr,  Martens  said  that  Belgium  had 
“laid  down  a  procedure  making  it  possible  not  to  install  the  32 
American  missiles  which  have  not  yet  been  deployed  on  its  soil 
as  a  sort  of  moratorium  which  would  favour  a  U.S.-Soviet 
agreement  on  intermediate-range  nuclear  forces  (INF).” 


The  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  has  been  deploying 
U.S.  cruise  and  Pershing  missiles  in  France,  Italy,  the  Nether¬ 
lands,  West  Germany  and  Britain  to  counter  Soviet  INF  forces 
in  Eastern  Europe. 

Last  month  Soviet  leader  Mikhail  Gorbachev  proposed  an 
agreement  to  scrap  the  INF  missiles. 

Mr.  Mitterrand  said  after  the  three-hour  meeting  that  he  and 
Mr.  Martens  had  “essentially  similar  views  on  disarmament  and 
on  Europe.” 

Mr.  Mitterrand  also  said  that  the  West  European  Union,  which 
comprises  Belgium,  Britain,  France,  West  Germany,  Italy,  Lux 


embourg  and  the  Netherlands,  was  a  good  framework  for  discus¬ 
sing  defence  issues. 

However  talks  should  not  be  restricted  just  to  those  seven  states, 
he  added. 

The  French  leader  said  the  talks  had  been  “fruitful”. 

Commenting  on  a  proposal  by  Jacques  Dclors,  the  chairman  of 
the  European  Economic  Community  (EEC)  Commission,  to  con¬ 
vene  a  special  meeting  of  the  H-nation  grouping  to  discuss 
defence  issues,  the  two  leaders  stressed  that  the  Community  was 
not  legally  the  correct  forum  for  such  talks. 

“We  will  have  to  find  a  body  qualified  both  from  a  legal  and  a 
treaty  point  of  view”  to  discuss  disarmament,  Mr.  Mitterrand 
said. 

Mr.  Martens,  whose  country  currently  holds  the  revolving  chair¬ 
manship  of  EEC  meetings,  said  he  would  not  convene  an  EEC 
council  meeting  on  the  issue,  but  would  instead  see  what  could 
be  done  after  his  present  round  of  bilateral  contacts  with  EEC 
member-  states. 

He  said  his  country’s  chairmanship  was  aimed  at  “avoiding  a 
kind  of  dispersion  of  the  Commission’s  proposals.” 

Mr.  Mitterrand  is  due  to  meet  British  Prime  Minister  Margaret 
Thatcher  on  Monday,  and  West  German  Chancellor  Helmut 
Kohl  the  following  Saturday. 

The  INF  arms  talks  are  expected  to  be  the  main  item  on  the 
agenda. 
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CANADA!  WOMEN'S  MEETING  URGES  END  TO  CRUISE  TESTING 
Vancouver  THE  SUN  in  English  16  Mar  87  p  A3 


[Text] 


B.C.  women  active  in  the  peace 
movement  are  calling  on  the  prime 
minister  to  take  Canada  out  of  the 
nuclear  arms  race  and  to  turn  the 
country  into  a  zone  free  of  nuclear 
weapons  testing. 

About  70  women  —  representa¬ 
tives  from  the  Voice  of  Women,  the 
Vancouver  YWCA,  the  University 
Women’s  Club  and  Women’s  Inter¬ 
national  League  for  Peace  and 
Freedom  —  met  Saturday  to  hear 
speakers  from  women’s  peace  or¬ 
ganizations  developing  in  Canada 
and  internationally. 

In  an  open  letter  to  Brian 
Mulroney  written  at  the  confer¬ 
ence,  the  delegates  ask  for  Canada 
to  withdraw  from  the  nuclear  arms 
race  by  cancelling  the  treaty  per¬ 
mitting  cruise  missile  tests  here. 

The  letter  also  asks  the  govern¬ 
ment  to  refuse  permission  to  any 
country  or  company  wanting  to  de¬ 
velop  and  test  nuclear  weapons  and 
their  support  systems  in  Canada. 

The  document  urges  Mulroney  to 
make  it  clear  to  the  U.S.  and  the  So¬ 


viet  Union  that  Canada  wants  an 
end  to  nuciear  weapons  testing. 

“We  Canadian  women  recognize 
that  our  government,  at  the  Geneva 
Conference  on  Disarmament  and  in 
the  United  Nations  General  Assem¬ 
bly,  has  avoided  making  an  un¬ 
equivocal  commitment  to  immedi¬ 
ate  negotiations  for  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  nuclear  wepaons  test  ban 
treaty,’’  the  letter  says. 

“We  are  . . .  prepared  to  pledge 
that  in  the  next  federal  election  we 
will  support  only  those  candidates 
committed  to  working  for  peace.” 
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XINHUA  REPORT:  REAGAN  SEES  'PROMISE'  FOR  INF  AGREEMENT 
OW160030  Beijing  XINHUA  in  English  0011  GMT  16  Apr  87 

fText]  Washington,  April  15  (XINHUA)  ~  U.S.  President  Ronald  Reagan  said  today  he  was 
f'pSLd”  wJth  progress  being  ™ade  in  Secretary  of  State  George  Shultz*  talks  xn 
mLcow,  but  he  refrained  from  giving  a  formal  response  to  Soviet  leader  Mikhail 
Gorbachev's  latest -proposals  on  short-range  missiles  in  Europe- 

In  a  statement  read  to  reporters  by  White  House  Spokesman  Marlin  Fitzwater  in  Santa 
Barbara,  California,  where  Reagan  is  taking  an  Easter  vacation, 

"reaching  equitable,  effectively  verifiable  and  stabilizing  arms  reductions  agreements 
has  long  been  one  of  the  primary  objectives"  of  his  administration. 

As  a  result  of  Shultz’  three-day  talks  in  Moscow,  he  said,  there  is  now 

agreement  on  intermediate  range  nuclear  f orces^^t  ^pjne  ^point  in  the  not-too-distant 
future,"  although  "much  more  remains  to  be  done." 

He  said  the  talks  showed  that  agreements  on  strategic  missiles  and  space  defense  wiU 
be  more  difficult."  "We  will  continue  our  efforts  in  these  areas  as  well,  he  added. 

However,  Reagan  withheld  his  comments  on  Gorbachev's  latest  proposals  put  forward 
during  a  meeting  with  Shultz  in  Moscow  yesterday- 

In  a  press  conference  in  Moscow  this  morning,  Shultz  confirmed  a  report  by  the  Soviet 
news  agency  TASS  that  Gorbachev  offered  to  eliminate  all  short-range  missiles  in  Europe 
within  one  year  to  remove  the  obstacle  to  an  agreement  on  reducing  medium-range  nuclear 

weapons  in  Europe. 

The  United  States  termed  the  offer  as  "interesting,"  but  said  it  will  not  evaluate  it 
before  consulting  with  its  allies. 

Reagan  said  that  "consultations  with  our  allies,  particularly  on  the  Soviet  proposals 
on  short-range  intermediate  nuclear  forces,  are  especially  important. 

"The  President  looks  forward  to  meeting  with  Secretary  Shultz  tomorrow,  at  which_time 
he  will  receive  a  full  report  on  the  details  of  the  Moscow  meetings  and  the  briefings 
with  our  NATO  allies,"  the  statement  said. 

Shultz  flew  to  Brussels  today  to  brief  NATO  allies  on  his  Moscow  talks  and  is  scheduled 
to  return  home  tomorrow  afternoon. 
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PRC  ARMY  PAPER  ROUNDUP  OF  U,S*-4ISSR  INF  TALKS 
HK101531  Beijing  JIEFANGJUN  BAO  in  Chinese  3  Apr  87  p  4 

[’•News  Roundup*’  by  Chen  Xueyan  (7115  1331  3601):  ’*New  Troubles  Emerge  in  the 
U.S.-Soviet  Talks  on  Medium-Range  Missiles**] 

[Text]  The  proposal  put  forward  by  Mikhail  Gorbachev  on  28  February  which  suggested 
that  both  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States  withdraw  all  their  medium-range 
missiles  from  Europe  once  gave  people  a  ray  of  hope.  However,  the  recent  disputes 
between  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States  on  this  question  have  cast  a  shadow  on 
this  **hope.** 

Ten  days  after  Gorbachev  put  his  proposal  forward,  the  U.S.  representative  to  the 
Geneva  disarmament  talks  put  forward  concrete  proposals  on  supervising  the  withdrawal 
of  the  medium-range  missiles  from  Europe.  Both  sides  will  supervise  the  withdrawal  of 
the  medium-range  missiles  by  satellites,  exchanging  information  and  sending  inspectors 
to  examine  the  situation  on  each  other’s  side.  When  the  agreement  goes  into  effect, 
both  sides  will  send  inspectors  to  inspect  each  other’s  installations,  count  the  number 
of  each  other’s  medium-range  missiles,  and  supervise  the  destruction  and  withdrawal  of 
the  medium-range  missiles  on  each  other’s  side.  Although  the  Soviet  Union  agreed  to 
the  supervision  of  the  withdrawal  of  meditun-range  missiles  on  the  spot  in  principle,  it 
insisted  that  ’’the  U.S.  arsenal  that  stores  missiles  and  the  U.S.  enterprises  that 
produce  missiles  should  also  be  inspected." 

As  for  the  short-range  missiles,  at  the  U.S. -Soviet  summit  meeting  held  last  October, 
the  Soviet  side  once  held  that  the  agreement  on  medium-range  missiles  should  also 
include  some  measures  on  limiting  short-range  missiles.  Grasping  this  point,  this  year 
the  United  States  proposed  that  the  withdrawal  of  medium-range  missiles  and  the  issue 
of  limiting  short-range  missiles  should  be  discussed  together.  The  United  States  also 
said  that  the  standard  of  the  U.S.  short-range  missiles  deployed  in  Western  Europe  must 
be  maintained  at  the  same  level  as  that  of  the  Soviet  short-range  missiles  stationed  in 
Eastern  Europe.  However,  the  Soviet  Union  insisted  that  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  should  first  reach  an  agreement  bn  the  withdrawal  of  medium-range  missil'es 
and  then  hold  talks  on  the  issue  of  short-range  missiles.  The  United  States  was  very 
dissatisfied  with  the  position  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  accused  the  Soviet  Union  of 
"retreating  from  its  position"  on  the  question  of  prohibiting  medium-range  and 
short-range  missiles  deployed  in  Europe.  The  United  States  also  said  that  if  the 
Soviet  Union  does  not  agree  to  settle  the  issue  of  medium-range  missiles  and  the  issue 
of  short-range  missiles  together,  the  United  States  will  plan  to  refit  its 
"Pershing  II"  medium-range  missiles  into  the  "Pershing-VI"  short-range  missiles. 
However,  the  Soviet  Union  did  not  want  to  give  the  impression  of  weakness.  On 


26  March,  the  chief  of  the  Arms  Limitation  and  Disarmament  Bureau  under  the  Ministry  of 
Foreign  Affairs  of  the  Soviet  Union  said  that  if  the  United  States  refits  its 
medium-range  missiles  into  short-range  missiles,  the  Soviet  Union  will  refit  its  SS-20 
medium-range  missiles  deployed  in  Europe  into  intercontinental  missiles. 

It  seems  that  there  will  be  heated  disputes  and  bargains  between  the  Soviet  Union  and 
the  United  States  on  the  question  of  missile  Inspection,  the  question  of  short-range 
missiles,  and  other  questions. 

The  above  positions  of  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  are  based  on  their  own 
strategic  interests. 

In  the  words  of  Henry  Kissinger,  what  the  United  States  is  worried  about  is  that  the  ■ 
complete  withdrawal  of  all  U.S.  medium— range  missiles  from  Europe  will  cause  a 
political  and  psychological  inequality  because  the  possibility  of  a  Soviet  attack  on 
Europe  will  not  be  greatly  reduced,  whereas  the  United  States  will  lose  its  capability 
to  launch  a  counterattack  from  Europe."  U.S.  public  opinion  holds  that  since  the 
Soviet  Union  has  deployed  about  160  SS-12  "Scaleboard"  short-range  missiles  and  2l\0 
SS-23  "Spider"  short-range  missiles  in  Europe  while  the  United  States  has  deployed  only 
50  old-style  "Pershing  VI"  short-range  missiles  in  that  area,  once  it  withdraws  all  its 
medium-range  missiles  from  Europe,  the  United  States  will  become  incapable  of  action  if 
Europe  is  attacked  by  nuclear  weapons.  This  unbalanced  situation  has  caused  a  lot  of 
worries  among  Americans.  World  opinion  believes  that  the  Soviet  Union  s  adherence  to 
its  present  position  on  the  question  of  short-range  missiles  might  have  two  purposes: 
One  is  to^  use  the  short-range  missiles  as  a  "hidden  restrictive  factor"  to  bargain  with 
the  two  nuclear  powers,  Britain  and  France;  the  other  is  to  turn  the  talks  on 
short-range  missiles  into  a  forum  to  discuss  all  short-range  nuclear  weapons,  including 
those  deployed  in  Eastern  Europe  and  Western  Europe,  and  use  this  forum  to  demand  the 
establishment  of  a  nuclear-free  zone  in  central  Europe. 

The  attitudes  of  the  Western  European  countries  also  have  a  great  impact  on  the  signing 
of  the  agreement  on  the  total  withdrawal  of  the  medium-range  missiles  from  Europe 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union.  On  the  one  hand,  the  Western  European 
countries  resolutely  oppose  turning  Europe  into  a  base  for  a  possible  nuclear  war  and 
therefore  welcome  the  proposal  put  forward  by  the  Soviet  leader  Mikhail  Gorbachev.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  Western  European  countries  think  that  under  the  present 
circumstances,  the  regular  forces  and  conventional  weapons  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
Warsaw  Treaty  Organization  are  superior  to  those  of  the  United  States  and  NATO  —  "it 
is  quite  necessary  to  deploy  certain  nuclear  weapons  in  Western  Europe  so  as  to  secure 
the  reliability  of  the  nuclear  deterrent  of  the  West."  Therefore,  the  signing  of  an 
agreement  on  the  total  withdrawal  of  medium-range  missiles  from  Europe  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  "will  make  the  West  European  countries  skeptical 
about  the  U.S.  commitment  to  defending  its  West  European  allies  and  preventing  the 
Soviet  Union  from  attacking  Western  Europe." 
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PRC  PEOPLE’S  DAILY  COMMENTARY  ON  THATCHER’S  USSR  VISIT 
HK050646  Beijing  RENMIN  RIBAO  in  Chinese  3  Apr  87  p  6 

["Commentary"  by  Chen  Tean  (7115  3676  1344);  "A  Difficult  'Mission*  —  Thatcher's 
Visit  to  Moscow"] 

[Text]  Thatcher's  5-day  visit  to  Moscow  ended  on  1  April.  Judging  from  foreign  news 
agency  reports,  we  find  that  the  British-Soviet  summit  was  precisely  like  the  spring  in 
Moscow  —  sometimes  warm  and  sometimes  cold.  According  to  THE  TIMES,  leaders  of  the 
two  countries  held  their  talks  with  an  uncompromising  stand,  holding  back  nothing  they 
wanted  to  discuss.  Eventually,  they  appreciated  their  debate  and  agreed  to  reserve 
their  differences.  Although  this  visit  by  Thatcher  was  regarded  as  "a  crucial  visit 
entrusted  by  various  Western  countries,"  the  spring  of  East-West  relations  seemed  slow 
in  coming. 

The  first  official  visit  by  a  British  prime  minister  in  12  years  reflects  the  fact  that 
relations  between  Britain  and  the  Soviet  Union  are  progressing.  Each  side  earnestly 
looked  forward  to  and  attached  importance  to  the  visit. 

According  to  British  press  reports,  the  talks  between  Thatcher  and  Gorbachev  centered 
on  restriction  of  the  arms  race,  and  the  agreement  on  medium-range  missiles  in 
particular.  The  British  side  tried  to  give  impetus  to  reaching  a  "medium-range  missile 
agreement"  beneficial  to  the  West.  It  told  the  Soviet  Union  that  Western  Europe  is 
worried  about  the  security  in  Europe  after  the  removal  of  medium-range  missiles  and 
urged  the  Soviet  Union  to  consider  the  interests  of  Europe  when  reaching  a 
"medium-range  missile  agreement"  with  •  the  Americans  and  holding  other  disarmament 
talks.  In  the  meantime,  the  British  prime  minister  also  tried  to  "find  out  about"  the 
"actual  situation"  of  Gorbachev  himself  and  reform  in  the  Soviet  Union,  so  that  the 
West  could  adopt  "proper  countermeasures."  There  is  no  doubt  that  through  her  Moscow 
trip,  British  Prime  Minister  M.  Thatcher  also  intended  to  play  a  further  noticeable 
part  as  a  "world  statesman"  and  "spokesman  of  the  West"  in  the  interests  of  her  "third 
term  of  office"  and  strengthening  the  position  of  the  British  Conservative  Party  in  the 
general  election.  It  is  appropriate  to  say  that  this  was  her  "mission"  on  the  visit. 
As  far  as  the  Soviet  Union  is  concerned,  Gorbachev  maintained  that  "Soviet-British 
dialogue  is  an  inseparable  and  important  part  of  the  contemporary  politics  of  Europe 
and  the  world"  and  that  Britain  might  exert  a  certain  influence  over  the  United 
States.  This  would  enable  him  to  solicit  support  and  understanding  from  other  Western 
nations  for  the  new  Soviet  disarmament  proposal-  Therefore,  Gorbachev  believed  that 
"it  is  important  and  necessary  for  the  British  head  of  government  to  visit"  his  country. 
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Judging  from  the  results  of  the  talks,  we  know  that  there  was  an  acute  debate  in  the 
meeting,  which  lasted  7  hours.  The  open  speeches  published  by  both  sides  were 
unprecedentedly  "frank."  It  was  reported  that  Gorbachev's  speeches  were  the  most 
strongly  worded  statements  issued  to  a  visiting  Western  leader,"  whereas  Thatcher  once 
again  displayed  her  "iron  lady"  character.  She  spoke  out  without  beating  about  the 
bush,  showing  no  due  respect  for  the  feelings  of  her  host.  There  was  a  very  big  gap 
between  the  two  sides  on  some  important  international  issues* 

Regarding  the  removal  of  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe,  both  sides  agreed  that  this 
was  "the  most  important  issue"  and  that  an  agreement  on  medium-range  missiles  should  be 
reached  first  under  strict  supervision,  after  which  another  agreement  on  short-range 
missiles  would  be  concluded,  [paragraph  continues] 


However,  Thatcher  insisted  that  the  removal  of  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe  be 
linked  with  maintaining  a  quantitative  balance  between  the  short-range  missiles  o  e 
Soviet  Union  and  the  West.  Gorbachev  accused  the  NATO  alliance  of  retreating  from  its 
stand  on  a  "zero  option"  and  "imposing  a  full  set  of  conditions  to  counter  the  demand 
of  the  Soviet  Union."  He  also  accused  the  West  of  trying  to  use  U.S.  short-range 
missiles  as  "supplementary  equipment."  He  openly  criticized  the  British  prime  minister 
for  "failing  to  play  her  due  role"  in  this  regard. 

Regarding  the  issue  of  arms  control,  although  both  sides  held  that  is  necessary  to  take 
serious  steps  for  arms  control,  each  stuck  to  its  version  or  argument.  Thatcher 
persisted  in  the  viewpoint  that  "security  may  be  based  on  the  policy  of  strength, 
saying  that  she  is  a  "supporter  of  nuclear  weapons  and  of  the  expansion  of  B^tish 
nuclear  potential."  Gorbachev  denounced  that  "policy  of  strength  as  an  outmoded 
notion"  and  a  "policy  of  using  threat  to  blackmail."  He  said  that  he  resolutely 
reiected"  the  idea  that  the  Soviet  Union  will  gain  an  upper  hand  in  conventional 
weapons  after  nuclear  weapons  in  Europe  are  abolished.  However,  he  accepted  the  view 
of  holding  "overall  talks"  on  the  issue  of  conventional  weapons.  He  added  that  it  is 
"not  serious"  for  Thatcher  to  try  to  link  the  arms  control  issue  of  the  East  and  West 
with  the  question  of  whether  the  Soviet  Union  respects  human  rights. 

Regarding  the  problem  of  regional  clashes,  there  was  still  a  widely  divergent  view 
between  the  two  countries.  Thatcher  pointed  out:  Whether  the  Soviet  Union  has 
withdrawn  its  troops  from  Afghanistan,  the  West  will  not  judge  by  its  promise  alone. 
Gorbachev  retorted  that  only  after  a  political  settlement  of  the  Afghan  issue  would  the 
Soviet  Union  withdraw  its  troops  from  Afghanistan. 

Of  course,  this  visit  by  M.  Thatcher  has  undoubtedly  enhanced  mutual  understanding 
between  Britain  and  the  Soviet  Union  and  promoted  the  development  of  their  relations. 
After  a  profound  exchange  of  views,  both  sides  also  discovered  some  points  in  common: 
Both  sides  are  willing  to  continue  to  hold  talks  on  the  elimination  of  chemical 
weapons;  both  sides  consider  it  necessary  to  reduce  conventional  weapons  and  armed 
forLs  stationed  in  Europe,  and  urge  that  problems  related  to  this  be  resolved;  both 
sides  promoted  to  a  certain  extent  their  mutual  understanding  regarding  the  remova  o 
medium-range  missiles  in  Europe;  and  both  sides  are  willing  to  expand  and  deepen  their 
political  dialogue  to  develop  closer  relations  between  the  peoples  of  the  two 
countries.  During  the  visit.  Great  Britain  and  the  Soviet  Union  signed  four 
agreements,  including  one  on  the  peaceful  use  of  and  cooperation  in  outer  space,  and 
agreed  to  increase  their  total  trade  volume  to  2.5  billion  rubles  by  1990.  This  shows 
that  their  bilateral  relations  have  improved. 
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Notwithstanding,  a  river  frozen  3  feet  deep  cannot  be  thawed  overnight.  In  a  "general 
atmosphere"  in  which  East— West  relations  have  not  yet  been  substantially  improved,  it 
is  impossible  to  dispel  the  fundamental  differences  in  viewpoints  and  stand  which  have 
existed  for  a  long  time  between  Great  Britain  and  the  Soviet  Union. 


/9738 

CSO:  5200/4018 


60 


INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


XINHUA  ROUNDUP  ON  EUROMISSILE,  ZERO  OPTION  ACCORD  SITUATION 
OW011150  Beijing  XINHUA  in  English  1124  GMT  1  Apr  87 

[”Round-up:  The  Crisis  of  the  Zero  Option  (by  Xia  Zhimian)"  —  XINHUA  headline] 

[Text]  Bonn,  April  1  (XINHUA)  —  There  are  more  and  more  signs  that  Bonn,  an 
enthusiastic  advocate  of  the  "zero  option"  to  eliminate  all  intermediate-range  missiles 
in  Europe,  is  doubting  whether  the  two  superpowers  can  reach  an  agreement. 

In  his  meeting  with  U.S.  disarmament  negotiator  Ma3mard  Glitman  in  Bonn  Monday,  Federal 
German  Foreign  Minister  Hans-Dietrich  Genscher  emphasized  the  "huge  benefits"  of 
elimination. 

Genscher  has  repeatedly  warned  against  any  move  that  would  make  Euromissile 
negotiations  more  complex. 

Bonn  was  encouraged  by  Soviet  leader  Mikhail  Gorbachev *s  February  28  proposal  on 
eliminating  Euromissiles  without  linking  it  to  the  U.S.  Strategic  Defense  Initiative 
(SDI)  project. 

Genscher  predicted  a  superpower  treaty  would  be  reached  this  year.  "The  treaty  is  at 
hand,"  Genscher  said,  and  that  would  be  the  "real  first  step"  toward  nuclear 
disarmament. 

As  some  newspapers  have  noted,  Bonn’s  joy  has  been  replaced  by  doubt. 

The  reason  is  the  superpowers  are  attacking  each  other  on  the  issue  of  shorter-range 
missiles,  confusing  many  people. 

According  to  Bonn  sources,  Glitman  complained  that  Moscow  had  backed  away  from  its 
Reykjavik  Summit  position  by  declining  to  include  limits  to  shorter  missiles  in  a 
Euromissile  deal. 

Washington  had  been  hindering  a  zero  option  deal  by  making  up  a  new  package  plan. 

The  Soviets  say  the  superpowers  should  first  reach  an  agreement  on  intermediate 
missiles  and  freeze  the  number  of  the  shorter  missiles  pending  further  negotiations. 

The  U.S.  says  the  initial  agreement  should  put  limits  on  both  intermediate  and 
shorter-range  missiles. 
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Washington's  firm  attitude  on  limiting  the  number  of  shorter  missiles  was  reflected  in 
a  speech  by  U.S.  Deputy  Secretary  of  State  Allen  Holmes  in  Brussels  late  last  month. 
He  said  Moscow  must  come  back  to  reason  and  the  West  should  never  compromise, 

Washington  obviously  fears  that  freezing  the  nimiber  of  shorter  missiles  in  Europe  would 
mean  Soviet  nuclear  superiority  as  it  has  seven  times  as  many  shorter  missiles  as  the 
United  States. 

;If  the  limits  are  stipulated  in  an  agreement,  Moscow  would  face  two  choices:  Radically 
^reducing  its  shorter  missiles  forces  or  allowing  the  United  States  to  catch  up. 

The  latest  American  move  is  to  suggest  the  108  Pershing  II  missiles  in  Federal  Germany 
be  modified  into  shorter  ones  with  a  range  of  800  kilometers.  This  would  strike  a 
balance  with  the  Soviets*  130  missiles. 

Refusing  all  this,  Moscow  denounced  the  U.S.  for  its  "inconstructive  stand**  and  "making 
up  new  problems"  to  scuttle  the  zero  option  at  the  outset. 

The  Soviets  threatened  to  change  its  SS-20  missiles  into  intercontinental  missiles  that 
could  reach  the  United  States. 

In  addition,  Washington  and  Moscow  are  continuing  with  their  quarrel  over  the  issue  of 
nuclear  verification. 

Among  Washington's  requirements  for  verification  are  free  use  of  monitoring  equipment, 
reports  on  details  of  missile  launches,  deployment  of  missiles  in  appointed  places, 
concrete  measures  on  modifying,  dismantling  and  eliminating  missiles  and  on-the-spot 
checks . 

Washington  also  suggested  a  major  check  every  10  years  in  all  of  each  other's  the 
military  establishments  and  laboratories. 

Some  hardliners  in  the  Pentagon  have  gone  as  far  as  saying  that  elimination  of  all  the 
remaining  100  intermediate-range  missiles  would  be  a  better  choice  than  the 
overly-complex  checks. 

This  was  also  rejected  by  the  Soviets. 

Of  course,  the  difficult  and  unsteady  Euromissile  negotiations  could  hint  at  the  real 
motives  of  the  two  superpowers. 

In  fact,  reducing  intermediate-range  forces  in  Europe,  only  three  percent  of  superpower 
nuclear  warheads,  would  have  little  impact  upon  security. 

That  Moscow  made  much  ado  about  intermediate  missiles  is  aimed  at  propelling  the  desire 
for  disarmament  in  both  Western  Europe  and  the  U.S.  and  finally  stopping  SDI. 

U.S.  President  Ronald  Reagan  obviously  tried  to  use  Euromissile  negotiations,  and  even 
a  treaty,  to  appease  Western  Europe  and  reduce  domestic  pressure  on  his  SDI  project. 

In  the  final  analysis,  the  progress  in  Euromissile  negotiations  is  not  determined  by 
the  security  and  desire  of  Western  Europe.  Rather,  it  is  the  strategic  considerations 
of  Washington  and  Moscow  which  are  competing  for  superiority  in  Europe. 

The  current  situation  is  not  only  disappointing  but  also  subtle  to  Bonn,  which  has 
advocated  the  zero  option. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


XINHUA  ANALYSIS  OF  WEST  EUROPE'S  REACTION  TO  ARMS  PROPOSALS 

'Mixed  Feelings' 

OW051658  Beijing  XINHUA  in  English  1651  GMT  5  Apr  87 

["News  Analysis:  Western  Europe  Showing  Mixed  Feelings  Toward  Nuclear  Weapons 
(by  Xia  Zhimian) "--XINHUA  headline] 

[Text]  Bohn,'  April  4  (XINHUA)  —  Western  Europe  is  showing  mixed  feelings  towards 
nuclear  weapons.  It  insists  on  their  presence  as  a  deterrent  on  the  one  hand  and  on 
their  elimination  on  the  other. 

West  European  leaders  have  been  stewing  over  how  to  react  to  Soviet  leader  Mikhail 
Gorbachev's  suggestion  to  remove  medium-range  missiles  from  Europe,  since  the  proposal 
was  made  on  February  28.  The  Soviet  Union  has  retracted  its  longstanding  demands  that 
the  withdrawal  of  medium-range  missiles  from  Europe  be  linked  to  the  U.S.  Strategic 
Defense  Initiative  program,  known  as  "Star  Wars". 

West  European  leaders  want  to  see  the  total  withdrawal  from  Europe  of  American  and 
Soviet  Pershing-2  missiles,  cruise  missiles  and  SS-20  missiles.  However,  if  these 
missiles  are  indeed  removed  from  Europe,  Soviet  superiority  in  short-range  missiles  and 
chemical  and  conventional  weapons  could  pose  a  threat  to  the  security  of  Western  Europe. 

Western  Europe  does  not  wish  to  abandon  its  nuclear  deterrent,  saying  it  has  guaranteed 
peace  on  the  continent  for  more  than  40  years  since  World  War  II.  Western  European 
nuclear  weapons  are  necessary  to  maintain  a  balance  with  Soviet  superiority  in 
conventional  weapons. 

To  alleviate  the  Western  European  concerns,  the  United  States  has  specified  that 
following  a  U.S. -Soviet  agreement  on  the  elimination  of  medium-range  missiles, 
Washington  and  Moscow  must  pursue  negotiations  and  set  a  mutual  ceiling  on  short-range 
missiles. 

The  two  superpowers  will  have  to  decide  whether  Moscow  will  take  the  initiative  to 
reduce  its  superiority  in  short-range  missiles  or  Washington  will  catch  up  with  MoscoV 
in  that  field. 

The  United  States  is  reportedly  considering  shortening  the  range  to  800  kilometers  of 
its  108  Pershing-2  missiles  in  Federal  Germany,  and  is  selecting  short-range  missiles 
for  deployment  in  Western  Europe.  The  U.S.  move  has  also  worried  Western  Europe,  which 
is  afraid  that  Washington's  option  would  stifle  the  disarmament  process,  because  the 
mutual  ceiling,  another  package  deal,  would  link  medium-range  missiles  with  short-range 
missiles. 

It  is  not  the  hope  of  Western  Europe  to  keep  the  U.S.  Pershing-2  missiles,  or  increase 
U.S.  short-range  missiles  in  Western  Europe. 
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British  Prime  Minister  Margaret  Thatcher  recently  met  with  President  Francois  Mitterand 
of  France  and  Chancellor  Helmut  Kohl  of  Federal  Germany  to  discuss  medium-range 
missiles  in  preparation  for  Thatcher's  five-day  visit  to  the  Soviet  Union  which  began 
March  28.  The  West  European  leaders  expressed  their  hope  to  eliminate  medium-range 
missiles  in  Europe  while  calling  on-  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  to  continue 
negotiations  on  short-range  missiles.  They  stressed  that  Western  Europe  would  be  faced 
with  Soviet  superiority  in  conventional  and  chemical  weapons  once  medium-range  missiles 
were  withdrawn  from  Europe.  Although  West  European  leaders  want  to  see  the  reduction 
of  nuclear  weapons  in  Europe,  they  cannot  comply  with  their  total  elimination. 

West  on  'Defensive' 

0W121358  Beijing  XINHUA  in  English  1331  GMT  12  Apr  87 

["Round-up:  Why  Is  West  so  Cautious  to  Gorbachev's  New  Initiative?  (by  Cheng 

Kexiong)"  ~  XINHUA  headline] 

[Text]  London,  April  12  (XINHUA)  ~  The  British  Government,  like  other  Western  allies, 
is  very  cautious  in  its  reaction  to  Soviet  leader  Mikhail  Gorbachev's  new  offer  last 
Friday  for  immediate  separate  talks  on  shorter-range  nuclear  missiles  in  Europe. 

The  reason  behind  such  caution  reaction,  according  to  British  analysts,  seems  to  be 
that  the  new  initiative  from  Gorbachev  has  appeared  to  the  West's  surprise  on  the  eve 
of  U.S.  Secretary  of  State  George  Shultz's  visit  to  Moscow  and  at  a  time  when  their 
pre-talk  consultations  have  completed.  Now  there  is  suddenly  a  new  situation  forcing 
another  round  of  urgent  contacts  between  the  Western  capitals  to  assess  the  impact  of 
the  Soviet  leader's  Prague  speech  on  their  agreed  stance. 

During  the  U.S. -Soviet  Geneva  INF  (intermediate-range  nuclear  forces)  talks  following 
Gorbachev's  proposal  on  February  28  to  drop  the  linkage  between  an  INF  deal  and  the 
Reagan  administration's  "Star  Wars"  space  defense  program,  the  West  insists  that  the 
scrapping  of  medium-range  missiles  iii  Europe  be  linked  to  an  agreement  on  shorter-range 
systems  as  the  Soviets  have  said  to  have  a  superiority  over  NATO  of  9  to  1.  They  also 
demand  a  freeze  on  Soviet  shorter-range  forces  at  present  levels  and  the  right  for  the 
U.S.  to  match  those  figures. 

Gorbachev  seems  to  have  responded  to  Western  anxieties  about  Soviet  preponderance  in 
shorter-range  force  by  offering  to  reduce  and  eventually  eliminate  them.  Such  an 
offer,  British  analysts  said,  is  likely  to  appeal  more  to  Western  public  opinion  than 
to  those  in  power. 

But  the  problem  for  the  British  and  other  Western  European  governments  is  that  they 
actually  do  not  want  to  see  all  U.S,  missiles,  shorter-range  or  medium-range,  be 
removed  from  Western  Europe,  thus  forcing  a  "denuclearization  of  Europe"  and  reviving; 
the  specter  of  U.S.  "decoupling"  from  Europe. 

Gorbachev's  new  initiative,  said  the  analysts,  has  therefore  left  the  West  once  again 
on  the  defensive.  British  official  sources  indicated  last  weekend  that  Gorbachev 
appeared  to  be  aiming  at  taking  Europe  further  down  the  rOad  of  nuclear  disarmament 
than  the  West  was  ready  for.  An  official  response  to  it,  they  said,  would  not  be  given 
before  full  consultation  eunong  the  Western  allies. 


64 


Meanwhile,  there  seems  not  very  much  room  for  optimism  for  George  Shultz*  success  in 
Moscow  even  though  the  Reagan  administration  is  determined  not  to  let  his  talks  with 
Soviet  leaders  be  derailed  by  the  present  outburst  of  spying  charges  between  the 
superpowers,  British  analysts  said. 

Press  reports  show  that  the  secretary  of  state  has  been  instructed  to  take  a  toughened 
position  in  a  number  of  important  areas  of  arms  control  such  as  nuclear  weapons 
testing,  a  possible  timetable  for  strategic  weapons  reduction  and  the  length  of  time 
the  U.S.  might  agree^to- defer  deployment  of  Star  Wars  systems. 

However,  time  is  short  for  President  Ronald  Reagan  to  grab  any  arms  control  agreement 
with  the  Soviet  Union  if  he  wants  to  re-establish  his  authority  after  the  Irangate 
affair  and  restore  his  hopes  of  a  place  in  history,  said  analysts  here. 

As  British  Foreign  Secretary  Sir  Geoffrey  Howe  noted  in  Washington  last  Friday, unless 
a  Euromissile  accord  can  be  tied  down  by  the  end  of  the  year,  ft  Will  run  up  against 
the  constraints  of  a  U.S.  election  campaign. 

A  breakthrough  now  looks  possible  in  the  INF  talks,  as  Reagan  said  last  Friday.  But  it 
is  a  gamble  for  both  sides  to  negotiate  a  removal  of  Euromissiles  just  as  it  was  when 
the  missiles  were  first  being  deployed.  George  Shultz’  Moscow  trip  seems  to  be  a 
crucial  step  along  the  rough  road.  Whether  it  will  bring  any  discernible  evidence  for 
speculation  about  the  new  gamble's  outcome  is  not  to  be  seen  before  he  reports  back  on 
his  talks  in  Moscow  to  a  NATO  foreign  ministers  meeting  in  Brussels  Thursday. 


FRG  Discord  Over  'Zero  Option' 

OW131835  Beijing  XINHUA  in  English  1559  GMT  13  Apr  87 

["Round-up:  Federal  German  Officials  Divided  on  "Zero  Option"  (by  Xia  Zhimian)"  ■ — 
XINHUA  headline] 

[^ext]  Bonn,  April  12  (XINHUA)  ■ —  In  Federal  Germany,  the  strongest  supporter  of  the 
"zero  option"  on  intermediate-range  nuclear  force  in  Europe,  discord  seems  to  be 
growing  among  government  officials  on  the  strategy. 

Federal  Chancellor  Helmut  Kohl  said  in  a  policy  speech  that  he  hoped  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union  would  reach  an  early  agreement  on  the  elimination  of  medium-range 
missiles  in  Europe.  His  government  spokesman  has  also  made  remarks  to  this  effect. 

Willy  Wimmer,  spokesman  on  defence  policy  of  the  parliamentary  group  of  the  Christian 
Democratic  Union  and  Christian  Social  Union  (CDU/CSU),  told  reporters  on  April  9 
however  that  the  disarmament  of  nuclear  forces  should  be  linked  with  that  of 
conventional  weapons,  otherwise  the  "zero  option"  on  medium-range  missiles  will  bring 
enormous  danger  to  the  security  of  Federal  Germany. 

Without  cotBparable  nuclear  forces  in  Western  Europe,  he  said,  the  NATO's  "flexible 
response  strategy"  becomes  absurd  and  the  Soviet  superiority  in  conventional  weapbns 
cannot  be  coped  with. 
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Wiimner  said  he  supports  former  U.S.  Secretary  of  State  Henry  Kissinger's  view  that 
prior  to  any  progress  in  disarmament  of  conventional  weapons,  the  West  has  to  keep  part 
of  its  medium-range  missiles  in  Western  Europe. 

Wimmer's  statement  gained  wide  publicity  in  the  local  press,  which  said  "the  CDU/CSU  is 
considering  abandonment  of  the  'zero  option.'" 

In  order  to  clarify,  Alfred  Dregger,  chairman  of  the  CDU/CSU  parliamentary  group  made  a 
statement,  saying  there  is  no  change  in  the  position  of  the  federal  pvernment  and 
parliamentary  group  on  medium-range  missiles,  which  he  said  will  stick  to  Kohl  s 
position  on  the  issue. 
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BRIEFS 

ALPONSIN  ON  ARMS  PROPOSAL— Buenos  Aires,  31  Mar  (DYN)— President  Raul  Alfonsin 
today  voiced  his  support  for  the  Soviet  proposal  calling  for  the  withdrawal  of 
all  Soviet  and  U.S,  missiles  deployed  in  Europe,  Soviet  Ambassador  Oleg  Kvasov 
said,  Kvasov,  who  was  received  today  by  Alfonsin  at  Government  House,  conveyed 
to  the  Argentine  president  Soviet  leader  Mikhail  Gorbachev's  greetings  for 
Alfonsln's  recent  birthday.  In  remarks  to  the  press  after  the  meeting,  Kvasov 
said  he  exchanged  with  Alfonsin  ideas  on  international  Issues,  such  as  disarma¬ 
ment,  the  end  of  the  nuclear  testing,  and  the  nonmilitarization  of  outer  space." 
Kvasov  said]  "I  called  the  president's  attention  on  the  latest  Soviet  proposal 
calling  for  the  withdrawal  of  all  Euromlsslles."  He  said  that  the  president 
"has  given  his  full  support  to  this  proposal."  Kvasov  delivered  to  Alfonsin  a 
message  from  Gorbachev  wishing  him  "great  success  in  his  mission  with  the 
Argentine  people  and  in  his  efforts  for  peace  and  disarmament.  President 
Alfonsln's  personal  efforts  in  pursuing  these  objectives  are  highly  appreciated 
in  the  Soviet  Union,"  [Text]  [Buenos  Aires  DYN  in  Spanish  2302  GMT  31  Mar  87 
PY]  /9274 
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CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL  WEAPONS 


TASS:  U.S.  CONTINUING  WORK  ON  GERM  WARFARE  WEAPONS 

LD091053  Moscow  TASS  in  English  1829  GMT  8  Apr  87 

[Text]  Moscow  April  8  TASS  —  Commentator  Leonid  Ponomarev  writes: 

The  convention  on  the  prohibition  of  the  development,  production  and  stockpiling  of 
bacteriological  (biological)  and  toxin  weapons  and  on  their  destruction  was  signed  15 
years  ago,  on  April  10,  1972,  in  Moscow,  Washington  and  London. 

Along  with  the  USSR,  the  United  States  and  Britain  the  convention  has  been  joined  by 
dozens  of  other  countries  which  have  undertaken  resolutely  to  act  with  the  aim  of 
achieving  effective  progress  on  the  road  to  getieral  and  complete  disarmament,  including 
the  prohibition  and  liquidation  of  all  types  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction.  They 
pledged  never,  under  no  circumstances  to  develop,  produce,  stockpile,  acquire  in  any 
way  or  retain  microbiological  or  any  biological  agents  or  toxins,  weapons,  delivery 
vehicles  for  them,  etc. 

When  Washington  signed  this  convention  it  must  have  Ignored  its  binding  nature  and 
actually  continued  the  work  started  way  back  in  19^43  to  create  bacteriological 
(biological)  weapons.  As  admitted  by  the  Pentagon  (in  1976)  bacteriological  weapons 
were  tested  in  eight  U.S.  cities,  including  San  Francisco  and  New  York,  in  the  period 
from  1950  to  1960. 

In  1962-1969  alone  Washington  spent  726  million  dollars  on  the  development  of  sucli 
weapons.  It  was  already  in  1971  that  the  American  delegation  at  the  disarmament  talks 
in  Geneva  promised  that  the  entire  U.S.  arsenal  of  biological  weapons  would  be 
destroyed  within  a  year.  But  subsequent  publications  in  the  American  press  show  that 
this  was  simply  a  bluff.  THE  WASHINGTON  POST  reported  in  1975,  that  is  three  years 
after  the  signing  of  the  convention,  that  about  100  types  of  dangerous  pathogenic 
microbes  were  being  ’’studied*’  in  American  Army  laboratories. 

The  virus  of  the  ’’Rift  Valley”  fever,  causing  blindness,  intensive  lieniort  hage ,  damage 
to  the  liver,  inflammation  of  the  brain  and  death  was  studied  in  government 
laboratories  in  1980.  Judging  by  American  publications,  work  to  create  biological 
weapons  was  never  stopped.  SCIENCE  magazine  reported  that  in  August  1984  the  American 
Senate  voted  to  build  a  powerful  centre  "to  study  aerosols"  on  the  territory  of  the 
Dugway  military  testing  range  in  Utah.  In  reality  this  meant  the  launching  of  a 
complex  to  study  especially  lethal  viruses. 

The  foundation  on  economic  trends  has  information  that  big  stockpiles  of  lethal 
microorganisms  were  built  up  at  the  biological  warfare  preparation  centre  in  Fort 
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Detrlck,  Maryland,  by  1986.  Lato  in  the  same  year  about  a  litre  of  pathogenic  viruses 
of  a  dangerous  fever  encountered  mostly  in  Africa  and  Asia  had  vanished  from  that 
centre.  Even  last  year  tiie  P'^ntagon  allocated  62  million  dollars  for  57  projects 
involving  the  creation  of  various  types  of  bacteriological  weapons. 

The  representatives  of  the  present  administration  say  that  the  United  States  supposedly 
strictly  abides  by  the  convention  but  at  congressional  hearings  tht  same  year  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  Douglas  Feith  bragged  that  the  United  States  has  the 
capability  of  synthesizing  biological  substances  designed  for  combat  use. 

Intensive  preparations  for  biological  war  are  evidenced  also  by  the  Pentagon  s  growing 
expenditures  on  these  aims.  Thus,  dviring  the  time  that  the  present  administration  has 
been  In  office  allocations  for  the  development  of  biological  weapons  have  grown  from 
15.1  million  dollars  in  1981  to  66  million  dollars  in  1986.  SuCh  are  only  some  of  the 
facts.  There  is  a  big  difference  between  what  they  in  Washington  say  and  do. 
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CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL  WEAPONS 


SOVIET  ARMY  PAPER  HITS  U.S.  'HYPOCRISY'  ON  VERIFICATION 

PM121405  Moscow  KRASNAYA  ZVEZDA  in  Russian  10  Apr  87  First  Edition  p  3 

[P.  Filippov  article:  "Criminal  Laboratories  Operating.  Biological  Convention  and 
U.S.  Hypocrisy"] 

[Text]  The  Convention  on  the  Prohibition  of  the  Development,  Production,  and 
Stockpiling  of  Bacteriological  (Biological)  and  Toxin  Weapons  and  on  Their  Destruction 
was  opened  for  signing  15  years  ago,  10  April  1972.  That  document  was  drafted  in  an 
atmosphere  of  angry  world  public  indignation  at  the  barbarous  actions  in  Indochina  of 
the  U.S.  military,  which  was  waging  a  real  chemical  war  there.  In  this  connection  the 
U.S.  accession  to  the  biological  convention  was  a  forced  measure  designed  to  damp 
protests.  At  the  same  time,  the  signing  of  the  biological  convention  was  a  victory  for 
the  forces  of  peace.  For  the  first  time  in  history  they  secured  a  decision  on  the 
complete  removal  of  a  barbarous  kind  of  mass  destruction  weapon  from  states'  military 
arsenals • 

Over  the  years  more  than  100  states,  including  all  5  permanent  members  of  the  UN 
Security  Council,  have  subscribed  to  the  convention.  Efforts  are  now  being  made  to 
strengthen  the  document's  operating  mechanism.  Last  September's  second  review 
conference  of  participant  states  emphasized  the  importance  of  the  convent  ion's 
provisions  and  articles  and  outlined  measures  to  strengthen  it  and  to  develop  mutual 
trust  among  the  parties  to  the  convention.  The  participant  states  agreed  to  encourage 
exchanges  of  scientists  on  a  reciprocal  basis  and  also  to  openly  publish  the  scientific 
works  of  specified  centers  and  laboratories.  A  meeting  of  experts  is  now  being  held  in 
Geneva  on  this  topic.  The  experts  are  faced  with  the  task  of  formulating  specific 
proposals  on  the  substance  of  and  the  procedure  for  exchanging  information  on  all 
scientific  centers  which  use  particularly  dangerous  pathogens  of  infectious  diseases. 

In  order  to  rule  out  malicious  speculation,  it  has  been  decided  to  exchange  information 
on  all  outbreaks  of  infectious  diseases.  The  task  of  the  experts  now  working  in  Geneva 
includes  the  elaboration  of  provisions  to  govern  the  procedure  for  exchanging  this 
information.  Continued  discussion  of  the  mechanism  for  lodging  complaints  about 
inspection  [proverka]  procedures  in  cases  where  just  one  state  which  is  a  party  to  the 
convention  requests  should  also  be  expected. 

As  already  reported,  the  Soviet  Union  together  with  the  socialist  countries  submitted  a 
proposal  to  elaborate  an  additional  protocol  on  this.  It  was  proposed  to  define  in  it 
the  procedures  for  verifying  [kontrol]  observance  of  the  convention,  including 
international  on-site  verification  [kontrol]. 
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With  the  support  of  some  of  its  allies  the  United  States  prevented  an  accord  from  being 
reached  on  this  very  important  question.  Here,  once  again,  Washington  s  hypocrisy  over 
of  dlsoL^nt  .onlfested  itself.  As  (.  known,  the  United  Stetes  was 

"foursquare"  behind  international  verification  [kontrol]  only  so  long  as  the  Sovie 
Union  did  not  give  its  consent  in  principle  to  such  verification  [kontrol]  and  did  not 
propose  elaborating  corresponding  procedures.  And  the  United  States  at  once  abandoned 
its^  position.  It  became  obvious  that  Washington  had  been  frankly  bluffing  here  and 
that  international  verification  [kontrol]  of  observance  of  the  biological  convention 
was  totally  unacceptable  to  the  United  States  itself.  It  is  not  hard  to  understand  why. 

Any  verification  [kontrol]  could  establish,  for  example,  that  the  conversion  announced 
by  former  President  R.  Nixon  of  the  Army  bacteriological  laboratories  at  Fort  Detrick 
(Maryland)  into  an  oncological  center  was  a  deception.  The  military  department 
continues  to  hold  sway  at  Fort  Detrick.  According  to  a  conclusion  by  a  ni^ber  of 
authoritative  scientists,  it  was  precisely  the  Fort  Detrick  laboratories,  which  were 
widely  engaged  on  research  into  retroviruses,  that  constructed  the  HIV  virus,  which  was 
the  pathogen  for  the  previously  unknown  viral  disease  AIDS,  which  has  now  created 
exceptionally  complex  problems  for  health  care  throughout  the  world. 

Nor  would  international  verification  [kontrol]  find  it  hard  to  get  to  the  botjiom  of  the 
fact  that  the  Army  center  for  bacteriological  weapons  production  at  Pine 
(Arkansas)  is  still  just  as  it  was  15  years  ago,  and  is  even  developing.  It  has  been 
reported  that  Pine  Bluff  has  received  a  new  technological  line  to  equip  airanunition  with 
bacterial  and  toxin  compounds  [retseptury] .  Us  conversion  into  a  toxicologies 
center,  announced  by  R.  Nixon,  was  a  deliberate  lie. 

International  verification  [kontrol]  could  also  be  interested  in  the  Baker 
Bacteriological  Laboratory  at  the  Dugway  Test  Site  in  Utah.  That  laboratory,  located 
in  a  desert  region  far  from  roads  and  prying  eyes,  has  now  been  turned  into  the  U.S. 
Army's  chief  scientific  center  for  the  creation  [sozdaniye]  of  new  kinds  of 
bacteriological  weapons.  Millions  of  dollars  were  allocated^  last  year  to  equipping 
that  laboratory  and  were  earmarked  chiefly  for  the  construction  of  a  special,  large 
chamber  designed  for  testing  the  combat  properties  of  bacteriological  compounds  and 
ammunition.  It  has  been  learned  that  the  simultaneous  death  of  50  wild  horses  from 
rare  African  disease,  whose  pathogen  was  taken  there  for  genetic  engineering 
manipulation,  was  noted  in  the  environs  of  that  laboratory. 

The  United  States  tries  to  conceal  its  unseemly  activity  in  spheres  bearing  on  the 
biological  convention  by  spreading  slander  against  other  states  that  are  parties  to  le 
convention.  However,  in  the  course  of  the  Geneva  conference's  work  the  representatives 
of  a  number  of  countries  rightly  remarked  that  every  peak  in  the  slander  campaign 
alleeing  the  use  of  "Soviet-made  toxins"  in  Southeast  Asia  and  Afghanistan  invariably 
coincided  with  the  start  of  a  discussion  of  the  size  of  the  military  budget  in  the  U.S. 
Congress. 

The  1972  convention  binds  the  hands  of  U.S.  champions  of  biological  warfare.  This  is 
why  U.S.  Administration  spokesmen  regularly  criticize  the  convention.  At  a 
congressional  hearing  in  August  1986,  Feith,  a  high-ranking  Pentagon  official,  went  so 
far  as  to  call  the  biological  convention  "a  false  advertisement  claiming  that  the 
problem  of  biological  weapons  can  be  resolved." 

The  states  that  are  party  to  the  biological  convention  disagreed  with  that  assessment 
and  "reaffirmed  their  resolute  support  for  the  convention,  their  immutable  allegiance 
to  its  principles  and  aims,  and  their  legal  pledge  under  international  law  to 
and  strictly  observe  its  provisions."  This  is  stated  in  the  preamble  to  the  fin.al 
declaration  of  the  September  conference.  And  the  struggle  for  this  is  s  i  eing 
waged  today. 
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CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL  WEAPONS 


MOSCOW  ON  U.S.  PUSH  TO  DESTROY  OUTDATED  CHEMICAL  WEAPONS 
LD081521  Moscow  Domestic  Service  in  Russian  1300  GMT  8  Apr  87 

[Text]  Larry  Hopkins,  a  U.S.  Republican  congressman  has  told  an  AP  correspondent  that 
the  time  has  come  when  it  is  necessary  to  destroy  the  stores  of  old-fashioned  chemical 
weapons  which  are  situated  on  the  territory  of  the  United  States.  These  toxic 
substances,  he  noted,  present  a  threat  to  the  country's  population.  Listen  to  a 
commentary  from  International  Journalist  Vadim  Biryukov. 

[Biryukov]  As  I  see  it,  what  is  uppermost  in  this  statement  by  Larry  Hopkins  is  the 
concern  of  a  legislator  for  his  own  fate.  The  point  is  that  the  state  of  Kentucky, 
which  Larry  Hopkins  represents,  contains  eight  chemical  warfare  depots,  wliicli  are  at 
least  2  decades  old.  If  there  were  a  leak  due  to  the  aging  of  the  containers.  Yperite, 
Sarin,  and  compounds  such  as  the  Agent  Orange  defoliant  will  begin  to  affect  the 
inhabitants  of  Kentucky.  Of  course,  from  the  viewpoint  of  Larry  Hopkins,  this  is  bad, 
for  we  are  talking  about  his  home  state,  and  not,  say,  Europe,  where,  in  the  FRG  and 
Britain,  thousands  of  metric  tons  of  U.S. -made  chemical  rounds  are  kept,  or  similarly 
other  regions  of  the  planet. 

In  the  past  few  years  there  have  been  several  alarms  at  the  Tooele  arsenal,  to  the 
south  of  Salt  Lake  City  in  the  state  of  Utah,  due  to  Sarin  escaping  into  the 
atmosphere.  The  local  authorities  are  demanding  that  the  Pentagon  destroy  this  dump. 
But  at  the  same  time  they  are  afraid,  for  the  containers  would  have  to  be  carried 
through  residential  areas  and  this  procedure  could  end  in  tragedy. 

In  1970  an  operation  was  carried  out  under  the  codename  "Pursuit".  The  ship  (Russel 
Briggs),  with  its  cargo  of  concrete  containers,  was  scuttled  150  miles  from  the 
Bahamas.  World-renowned  scientists,  including  Americans,  warned  of  the  danger  of  this 
operation.  The  site  of  the  scuttling  is  in  the  region  of  the  powerful  Gulf  Stream,  as 
a  result  of  which  the  entire  North  Atlantic  could  be  contaminated,  and  then  the  north 
of  Europe.  But  clearly  this  problem  is  of  little  concern  to  the  U.S.  strategists,  who 
in  1988  Intend  to  set  about  manufacturing  a  particularly  dangerous  chemical  weapon  — 
the  Bigeye  binary  bombs. 
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MOSCOW  REPORT  ON  BW  CONVENTION  REVIEW  CONFERENCE 

LD101212  Moscow  Domestic  Service  in  Russian  0330  GMT  10  Apr  87 

[text]  The  15th  anniversary  of  an  important  international  document,  the  convention 
banning  the  development,  production  and  accumulation  of  supplies  of  bacteriological 
weapons  and  on  their  destruction,  is  marked  today.  This  is  what  our  correspondent 
Vladimir  Dmitriyev  reports  from  Geneva,  where  consultations  on  how  this  convention  is 
being  observed  are  being  held. 

[Begin  Dmitriyev  recording]  The  time  that  has  passed  since  the  document  was  signed  and 
since  it  has  been  in  force  has  shown  the  effectiveness  and  viability  of  the 
convention.  This  was  the  conclusion  drawn  by  the  representatives  of  the  member 
countries  of  the  convention  who  have  met  twice  over  the  past  period  in  Geneva  to  check 
on  how  it  is  operating  and  how  its  points  are  being  implemented. 

At  the  meeting  held  last  September  it  was  decided  to  hold  a  conference  of 
scientific— technical  experts  of  the  convention's  member  states.  Now  the  experts  have 
begun  to  work.  Yuriy  Konstantinovich  Nazarkin,  the  USSR  representative,  is  at  the 
microphone: 

[Nazarkin]  The  purpose  of  this  conference  is  to  strengthen  the  convention  by  means  of 
working  out  confidence  measures  between  its  participants.  The  conference  is  examining 
questions  of  ah  exchange  of  information  between  research  centers  conducting 
bacteriological  research,  and  on  outbreaks  of  epidemics  and  the  development  of 
scientific  and  international  cooperation  in  the  field  of  biology. 

The  Soviet  Union  is  in  favor  of  other  ways,  too,  leading  to  a  strengthening  of  the 
convention  banning  bacteriological  weapons.  We  are  seeking  a  broadening  of  the  circle 
of  participants  in  the  convention,  and  are  proposing  that  the  effectiveness  of 
monitoring  its  observation  should  be  improved.  We  put  forward  proposals  on 
strengthening  the  monitoring  mechanism  at  the  second  conference  of  the  participants  in 
the  bacteriological  convention.  They  were  supported  by  mamy  other  states,  but  the 
United  States  opposed  them.  This  was  evidently  a  case  of  pressure  from  the  Pentagon, 
which  allots  a  certain  place  to  bacteriological  weapons  in  its  military  plans;  with 
this  in  mind  it  is  working  on  developments  in  the  field  of  biology  and  genetic 
engineering.  [end  recording] 
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CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL  WEAPONS 


SOVIET  VIROLOGIST  DENOUNCES  CHEMICAL  WEAPONS 


LD092223  Moscow  TASS  in  English  1648  GMT  9  Apr  87 
[■•Academician  Votyakov  Denounces  Chemical  Weapons"  —  TASS  headline  1 

fTPvtl  Minsk  April  9  TASS  -  Academician  Veniamin  Votyakov,  a  well-known  Soviet 

disr7ptinrthe°hoSfyTng ‘'plans preparing  a  chemical  and  biological  war  designed  by 
the  U.S.  military". 

A,.oaDfnirinn  Votvakov  headed  the  Belorrusian  Institute  of  Epidemiology 
I”;  ™„,,.es.a.ch  papers  on  a  co,.pne„e„aivo  atn.,  of 

forest-spring  encephalitis  and  ways  of  treating  poliomyelitis. 

„n,r«  nari  in  the  antiwar  movement  and  is  a  member  of  the  Soviet 
SoJlt  tefoT  fh”  Utaraational  movement  Physicians  foe  fhe  Peevenflon  of 

Nuclear  War”. 

1  1 1  .4  IT  and  other  Western  countries  violated  the 

j5rc3";rorrfh'r;3h-^ 

oufTha°t^^^hrU.sl’"hi7aT\he^^^^^  250.000  tons  of  various  toxic  agents,  which  is 
enough  for  killing  all  the  people  in  the  world  many  times  over. 


He  emphasized  that  toxic  weapons  were  fraught  with  the  danger  of  a  biological 
catastrophe  not  only  in  case  they  were  used,  but  also  during  tests  or  leakage.  When 
toxic  agents  penetrate  the  soil  and  water  reservoirs,  they  affect  plants  and  cattle 
and,  consequently,  are  consumed  by  man  together  with  food.  Since  1976  thousands^  of 
leakages  have  taken  place.  The  greatest  threat  is  hanging  over  European  countries. 
For  instance,  2,000  tons  of  nerve  agents  are  stockpiled  in  West  Germany  .  Apart  from 
it,  the  U.S.  plans  to  deploy  more  nerve  agents  at  its  bases  in  Britain  and  Italy. 
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CHEMICAL /BIOLOGICAL  WEAPONS 


PRC  URGES  ELIMINATION  OF  CHEMICAL  WEAPONS 

0W161430  Beijing  XINHUA  in  English  1424  GMT  16  Apr  87 

[Text]  Geneva,  April  16  (XINHUA)  —  China  today  urged  the  elimination  of  chemical 
weapons  and  their  production  sites  at  the  Geneva  disarmament  conference. 

Fan  Guoxiang,  head  of  the  Chinese  delegation,  told  the  40-nation  conference  that  states 
possessing  chemical  weapons  are  "obligated  to  declare  and  destroy  their  stockpile  and 
production  facilities  under  international  verification  so  as  to  ensure  the  security  of 
all  states." 

Fan  said  that  since  the  signing  of  the  Geneva  protocol  more  than  50  years  ago,  which 
prohibits  the  use  of  chemical  weapons,  violations  have  repeatedly  occurred. 

While  urging  an  international  monitoring  of  production  of  chemical  weapons.  Fan  also 
said  that  legitimate  interests  of  enterprises  as  well  as  commercial  and  technical 
secrets  should  be  protected. 

As  for  those  facilities  that  can  be  used  for  both  civilian  and  military  purposes,  he 
said,  an  effective  verification  of  key  facilities  would  be  helpful. 

He  finally  reiterated  that  China  hopes  to  see  "a  breakthrough"  in  reaching  a  convention 
on  a  chemical  weapons  ban. 
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IJUCLEAR  TESTING  AND  FREE  ZONE  PROPOSALS 


PRAVDA  HITS  PENTAGON  REl’RACTION  ON  WARHEAD  STANDARDS 
PIJ080903  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  5  Apr  87  First  Edition  p  5 
["Rejoinder"  by  Yu.  Zhukov:  "Punishing  Themselves"] 


[Text]  As  is  knovm.  Pentagon  executive  officers,  who  have  the  job  of  annually 
publishing  a  diagram  comparing  U.S.  and  Soviet  armaments,  report  year  alter  year  that 
there  is  approximate  parity,  that  is,  equality,  and  in  a  number  of  indicators  the 
United  States  even  has  an  advantage.  Naturally,  this  makes  those  who  study  the  figures 
doubt  the  honesty  of  their  [defense]  secretary,  who  claims  day  after  day  that  the  USSR 
has  established  a  massive  superiority  over  the  United  States  and  is  on  the  point  of 
attacking  it. 

Someone  in  the  Pentagon  was  evidently  given  a  dressing  down,  because  recently  a 
document  emerged  from  the  military  department  that  is  as  different  from  last  year’s  as 
night  from  day.  It  contained  a  diagram  implying  that  the  "relative  technical  standard" 
of  nuclear  warheads  is  "significantly  changing"  in  favor  of  the  USSR. 

On  seeing  the  diagram.  Congressman  Edward  Markey  immediately  wrote  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  Chairman  Admiral  William  Crowe  a  letter  bluntly  asking  him: 

"How  could  the  relative  technical  standard  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  warheads  significantly 
change  in  favor  of  the  Soviet  Union  when  the  Soviets  were  observing  a  nuclear  test 
moratorium  for  18  months?" 

Commenting  on  the  letter,  THE  WASHINGTON  POST  observed  that  the  Pentagon  had 
unsuspectingly  refuted  the  administration's  main  argument  "about  the  need  for  nuclear 
tests  to  improve  warhead  design,"  which  the  White  House  was  using  in  its  efforts  to 
justify  its  refusal  to  endorse  the  Soviet  moratorium. 

There  was  a  whiff  of  scandal.  Feelings  in  Congress  in  favor  of  banning  appropriations 
for  nuclear  tests  strengthened  again.  It  was  then  that  an  anxious  chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  decided  to  dissociate  himself  from  the  statement  that  had  been 
made  to  please  the  military  secretary.  He  published  the  following  reply  to  Congressman 

Markey: 

"As  a  result  of  your  request,  an  analysis  was  carried  out  and  we  were  unable  to  find 
any  significant  data  confirming  the  statement."  Then  the  grief-stricken  admiral  stated 
that  the  statement  had  been  made  "as  a  result  of  an  administrative  error  (!)  which  we 
should  hsvc  discovered,"  but  did  not  discover. 
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Markey's  comment  was  sarcastic:  "The  hardest  thing  for  Washington  is  to  admit  errors. 
It  happens  to  everyone.  I  am  glad  Admiral  Crowe  has  clarified  once  and  for  all  the 
'difference  in  warheads.'" 

Once  and  for  all?  Hardly!  I  bet  there  will  be  more  rubbish  tomorrow  about  the 
perfidious  USSR  establishing  a  twofold  and  even  threefold  advantage  in  armaments  over 
the  United  States  —  after  all,  that  is  what  C.  Weinberger  himself  keeps  claiming. 

Nevertheless,  Admiral  Crowe's  apology  to  Congressman  Markey  is  expensive:  After  all, 
he  publicly  demonstrated  that  the  Pentagon  comes  out  with  barefaced  lies  when  its  boss 
needs  them! 
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NUCLEAR  TESTING  AMD  FREE  ZONE  PROPOSALS 


PRAVDA  HITS  ADEli'fAN  COMMENTS  OH  SOVIET  TESTING  POSITION 
PM131229  Moscow  PPJVVDA  in  Russian  10  Apr  07  Second  Edition  p  5 
[Article  by  P.  Lukin;  "Adelman's  Clear-Cut  Position  and  Designs  ] 


fTcvtl  In  recent  days  the  U.S.  mass  media  have  been  disseminating  speculative  stories 
‘ueeLg  ?hat  tSe  SovLt  Union  is  no  longer  Insisting  on  a  total  ban  on  nuclear  testa 
but  Ts  prepared  to  agree  to  just  their  partial  limitation.  These  stories  being 

.nade  out  to  be  the  new  position  of  the  USSR,  which  has 

for  a  total  ban  on  nuclear  tests"  and  instead  has  suggested  to  the  U.S.  side  that  y 

agree  on  a  limitation  on  the  number  and  yield  of  nuclear  explosions. 

K  Adelman  director  of  the  U.S.  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency,  has  been 
pirtiLlari;  sealous  in  those  Eabrloatlons  and  displayed  an  unrestrained  urge  to  mate 
it  seem  as  though  what  he  wants  is  reality. 

Althoueh  he  heads  an  organization  which,  to  judge  by  its  name,  should  engage  in 

questiLs  of  limiting  and  halting  the  arms  race,  Adelman  has  1°"®.  J 

fierce  opponent  of  any  measures  aimed  at  reaching  accords  on  real  disarmament  Th  . 
Hme  to^he  has  acted  in  his  usual  role  and  reached  the  point  of  totally  distorting  the 

Soviet  Union's  position. 

The  question  arises;  What  is  this  —  ignorance  of  the  true  state  of  affairs  or 

malicious  intent?  Probably  the  latter.  After  all,  Adelman  himself  has  given  the 

ansver  to  this  question  by  stating  that  ''a  total  ban  on  nuclear  tb|ts  is  * 

^  1  c  **  He  saw  fat  to  ascribe  to  the  UbbK  cne  unicea  DLatetb 

::?!:ctrce‘';:  d"e"c\d1  the-^eatlo-ra  total  end  to  nuclear  tests  and  has  thus  tried  to 

mislead  the  world  public. 

The  truth  is  that  the  Soviet  Union  has  been  and  remains  a  determined  champion  of  a 

!  Ll  ban"  on  nuclear  tests  a,  a  very  important  priority  TZ 

aim  -  curbing  the  nuclear  arms  race  and  subsequently  ^^^"'^"^bing  nuclear  arm^ 

completely.  The  whole  world  knows  that,  in  seeking  to  resolve  once  and  for 
nrnhlem  of  halting  nuclear  tests,  the  Soviet  Union  has  taken  the  step  of  declari  g 
^Uateral  mor.toriZ  on  all  nuclear  explosions,  uhlch  played  an  exceptional  y 
important  part  In  International  life  and  was  velcomed  with  great  approval  by 
champions  of  the  halting  of  the  nuclear  arms  race. 

It  is  iust  as  well  known  that  the  present  U.S.  Administration  in  fact  failed  to  respond 
[o  the  USSR- s  proposal  to  put  an  end  to  nuclear  tests  and  has  obstinately  continued  to 
ZpleZent  a  progr™  of  such  tests  »ith  a  vl,«  to  creating  ne«  types  of  nuclear 
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arinamentfj  and  building  up  its  nuclear  potential-  The  Soviet  Union's  decision  to  end 
its  unilateral  moratorium  was  an  enforced  measure  dictated  only  by  the  interests  o 
security.  The  Soviet  Union’s  resumption  of  nuclear  explosions  does  not  mean  its 
renunciation  of  the  struggle  for  their  total  cessation. 

It  was  the  Soviet  Union  who  proposed  immediately  initiating  full-scale  talks  involving 
any  participants  and  at  any  forum  on  a  total  ban  on  nuclear  tests  with,  of  course,  the 
participation  of  the  United  States.  The  Soviet  side  has  put  forward  a  specific  program 
of  action  within  whose  framework  it  has  expressed  the  readiness  to  reach  agreement  also 
on  the  gradual  solution  of  this  task  by  introducing  intermediate  limits  on  the  niunber 
and  yield  of  nuclear  explosions. 

Here,  of  course,  such  measures  should,  first,  be  of  a  material  nature  and  provide  for  a 
substantial  reduction  in  the  permitted  yield  of  explosions  and  the  number  of  tests  per 
year  and,  second,  should  be  of  a  truly  intermediate,  provisional,  nature,  with  the 

establishment  of  guidelines  relating  to  deadlines  for  the  transition  to  a  total  ban  on 
nuclear  tests.  The  Soviet  side  is  not  opposed  to  discussing  the  question  of  ratifying 
the  1974  and  1976  ’’threshold”  treaties  during  such  talks. 

During  the  talks  we  are  proposing  methods  and  forms  of  control  should  also  be  worked 
out  that  could  form  the  basis  for  the  control  mechanism  of  a  future  treaty.  The  main 
thing  is  that  the  talks  should  have  a  clear  aim  —  a  total  ban  on  nuclear  tests. 

How  has  the  U.S.  Administration  responded  to  these  proposals  of  ours?  To  this  d»ay ,  as 
is  shown  by  the  Soviet-U.S.  Geneva  talks  of  experts  on  questions  of  halting  nuclear 
tests,  the  United  States  is  declining  to  discuss  on  a  practical  plane  the  question  of 
halting  nuclear  tests.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  insisting  on  discussing  how  to  carry  out 
these  tests  and  how  to  monitor  them. 

The  U.S.  side,  by  refusing  to  embark  on  full-scale  talks  on  banning  nuclear  tests,  is 
trying  to  replace  them  with  the  discussion  of  just  one  question  —  monitoring  the 

observance  of  the  1974  and  1976  ’’threshold”  treaties.  The  examination  of  the  question 
of  further  intermediate  limitations  on  the  number  and  yield  of  nuclear  explosions  is 
being  put  off  indefinitely  by  the  United  States.  Moreover,  it  is  made  dependent  on  the 
fulfillment  of  a  whole  series  of  additional  conclusions  and  that  includes  linking  it 
with  progress  at  other  talks.  As  for  the  question  of  a  total  ban  on  nuclear  tests,  its 
solution  in  general  is  being  deferred  until  nuclear  weapons  are  removed  from  the 
states’  military  arsenals. 

As  for  the  USSR,  as  before  it  will  do  everything  in  its  power  to  put  an  end  to  nuclear 

tests  once  and  for  all.  The  proposals  put  forward  by  the  Soviet  Union  open  up  a  real 

opportunity  for  resolving  this  problem  of  importance  to  mankind. 
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NUCLEAR  TESTING  AND  FREE  ZONE  PROPOSALS 


PRAVDA  ON  U.S.  REPORT  OF  OVERSTATED  SOVIET  TEST  YIELDS 
Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  16  Jan  87  P  4 

[Article  by  PRAVDA  correspondent  V.  Sukhoy;  "Beyond  the  Palisade  of  Mythical 
Figures;  American  Scientists  on  the  Necessity  of  Thinking  in  New  and 
Realistic  Categories  in  Politics";  first  paragraph  is  PRAVDA  introduction] 

[Text]  New  York — Over  the  course  of  many  years,  the  power  of  Soviet  nuclear 
blasts  was  intentionally  overestimated  both  by  experts  in  government 
departments  as  well  as  by  specialists  that  the  White  House  brought  in  from 
outside. 

In  America,  especially  at  the  Philistine  level,  there  is  a  prevailing  notion 
of  the  dreadfully  destructive  power  of  the  Soviet  nuclear  missile  potential, 
■which  supposedly  is  several  times  that  of  U.S.  strategic  arms.  These 
dispositions  are  heated  up  by  Pentagon  strategists  and  in  general  by  all 
opponents  of  nuclear  arms  control.  They  also  prevail  in  the  corridors  of 
federal  authority. 

No  one  here  takes  the  trouble  to  search  for  any  halfway  convincing  arguments 
in  support  of  this  point  of  view.  Everything  is  based  on  unfounded  assertions 
to  the  effect  that  the  Soviet  Union  was,  as  they  say,  able  to  attain  "nuclear 
superiority"  over  the  United  States  in  the  area  of  nuclear  missile  armaments 
by  means  of  the  "insidious  utilization  of  loopholes"  in  American-Soviet 
treaties  or  by  openly  violating  them.  The  United  States,  they  say,  has 
unfailingly  observed  if  not  the  spirit  then  certainly  the  letter  of  these 
treaties  and  consequently  has  "been  duped . "  One  of  the  most  widespread  and 
popular  theses  of  the  current  administration  boils  down  to  saying  that  the 
Soviet  Union  has  supposedly  repeatedly  violated  the  agreements  on  the 
thresholds  of  underground  nuclear  blasts  and  carried  out  tests  whose  yields 
significantly  exceeded  150  kilotons  (that  is,  were  more  powerful  than  the 
explosion  of  150,000  tons  of  TNT — V.S.). 

But  now  this  myth  is  coming  to  an  end.  It  is  crumbling  under  the  pressure  of 
the  scientifically  founded  facts  presented  by  the  American  scientists  Lynn 
Sykes  and  Dan  Davis  in  the  article ,  "Power  of  Soviet  Strategic  Arms , " 
published  in  the  January  1987  issue  of  the  journal  SCIENTIFIC  AMERICAN.  The 
scientists  set  for  themselves  the  task,  in  avoiding  any  underestimation  or 
oversstimation  of  the  Soviet  nuclear  potential ,  of  giving  a  true  picture  of 
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the  situation.  Having  applied  the  method  for  measuring  the  force  of 
underground  blasts  that  American  seismologists  have  been  using  over  the  course 
of  the  last  decade  and  that  the  White  House  has  literally  repudiated,  L.  Sykes 
and  D.  Davis  demonstrated  that  over  the  course  of  many  years  the  power  of 
Soviet  experimental  nuclear  blasts  has  been  artificially  overestimated  both  by 
experts  of  government  departments  as  well  as  by  specialists  that  the  White 
House  brought  in  from  outside. 

"Our  calculations  show  convincingly,"  the  American  scientists  note,  "that,  in 
contrast  to  the  conclusions  of  the  adminstration,  no  underground  blasts 
carried  out  by  the  Soviet  Union  in  recent  years  exceeded  the  previously 
stipulated  yield  thresholds  for  nuclear  tests."  The  authors  of  the  article 
point  out  that  the  overestimation  of  the  power  of  nuclear  blasts  automatically 
led  to  incorrect  assessments  of  the  destructive  force  of  the  warheads  on  the 
Soviet  missiles  already  deployed.  And  this,  in  turn,  gave  a  distorted  idea  of 
the  "height  of  the  nuclear  ceiling"  of  the  adversary.  This  produced  a  closed 
circle;  from  the  unrealistic  assessments  of  the  power  of  nuclear  tests  to  the 
exaggerated  calculations  of  the  number  of  nuclear  warheads  and  then  to  the 
pursuit  of  the  "adversary  that  has  suddenly  bolted  ahead . "  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  in  "catching  up"  to  the  nonexistent  levels  of  the  nuclear  missile  arms 
of  the  Soviet  Union,  the  United  States  has  actually  been  violating  the 
strategic  balance  between  the  two  countries. 

The  investigation  carried  out  by  L.  Sykes  and  D.  Davis  showed  that  from  31 
March  1976,  when  the  Soviet-American  agreement  on  the  thresholds  of  the  yields 
of  underground  nuclear  blasts  became  effective,  to  6  August  1985,  when  the 
unilateral  Soviet  moratorium  went  into  effect,  the  USSR  has  not  carried  out  a 
single  test  that  would  have  exceeded  the  limit  of  150  kilotons.  Consequently, 
the  authors  note,  there  is  no  justification  for  accusing  the  Soviet  Union  of 
violating  the  agreement,  which,  by  the  way,  the  United  States  has  yet  to 
ratify. 

L.  Sykes  and  D.  Davis  point  out  that  there  is  the  widespread  opinion  that  the 
striking  power  of  Soviet  strategic  warheads  ranges  from  200  kilotons  to  50 
megatons.  These  fantastically  overstated  figures  have  nothing  to  do  with 
reality,  the  researchers  note,  pointing  out  the  power  of  the  warheads  on 
Soviet  strategic  missiles  actually  ranges  from  40  kilotons  to  1  megaton  while 
the  warheads  on  American  missiles  range  from  50  kilotons  to  1.5  megatons. 

It  was  also  believed  for  many  years  that  the  total  power  of  the  nuclear 
arsenal  of  the  USSR  greatly  exceeds  the  "megatonnage"  of  the  strategic  "triad" 
of  the  United  States.  The  authors  of  the  publication  in  SCIENTIFIC  AMERICAN 
are  also  dethroning  this  concept  of  many  years  duration.  The  addition  of  the 
nonexistent  yields  of  individual  warheads  produces ,  they  note ,  an 
"inflationary  sum";  the  inflated  and  excessively  augmented  figures  cease  to 
have  anything  to  do  with  the  real  number  of  missiles  and  warheads.  Careful 
calculations  show  that  in  the  mid- 1 970 's  it  was  not  the  USSR  but  the  United 
States  that  had  somewhat  of  a  lead  in  the  overall  power  of  its  strategic 
systems.  At  the  present  time,  there  is  approximate  equality  in  the  nuclear 
arsenals  of  both  countries.  But  the  level  of  this  parity  is  still  extremely 
high;  this  puts  in  question  the  survival  of  mankind. 
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”Is  there  even  a  grain  of  truth  in  the  assertions  to  the  effect  that  the  SALT 
II  Treaty  and  the  agreement  on  limiting  the  power  of  underground  tests  are 
more  beneficial  to  the  USSR  than  to  the  United  States?”  ask  L.  Sykes  and  D. 
Davis.  And  their  answer  is  ”no.”  If  one  takes  an  unbiased  approach  to  the 
situation,  then  one  cannot  fail  to  acknowledge  that  without  these  agreements 
the  Soviet  Union  would  have  had  the  possibility  of  deploying  substantially 
more  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles  and  of  arming  them  with  more  powerful 
warheads. 

Why  is  the  Soviet  Union  prepared  to  go  further  in  lowering  the  threshold  of 
nuclear  tests  and  why  is  it  proposing  to  stop  nuclear  tests  altogether?  For  a 
long  time,  they  say,  it  has  been  thought  that  it  is  better  to  overestimate  the 
military  power  of  the  Soviet  Union  than  to  underestimate  it.  Because  it  is 
easier  to  create  an  image  of  the  ’’external  enemy”  by  hiding  the  real  situation 
behind  a  palisade  of  biased  figures  and  calculations  and  because 
disinformation  helps  to  camouflage  the  unwillingness  to  reach  important 
agreements  on  arms  control. 

And  why,  despite  the  protests  of  many  specialists,  has  the  United  States  for 
almost  10  years  been  applying  a  faulty  method  of  estimating  the  power  of 
Soviet  nuclar  tests?  Why  is  it  advantageous  for  it  to  see  the  Soviet  nuclear 
potential  in  a  curved  mirror?  Why  have  they  been  talking  for  decades  from  the 
highest  platforms  about  the  ’’superiority  of  the  USSR  in  the  area  of  nuclear 
missile  arms.”?  The  American  scientists  answer  these  questions  as  well. 

But  now,  the  American  researchers  write,  it  is  necessary  for  the  United  States 
to  begin  to  think  in  real  categories  and  to  understand  at  last  that  the 
reduction  of  nuclear  arsenals  corresponds  to  the  national  interests  not  only 
of  the  Soviet  Union  but  of  its  own  as  well.  The  shortest  path  to  this  is  the 
observance  of  the  SALT  II  Treaty  and  other  American-Soviet  agreements  and,  on 
their  basis ,  the  signing  of  new  far-reaching  agreements  on  nuclear  arms 
control . 
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NUCLEAR  TESTING  AND  FREE  ZONE  PROPOSALS 


USSRj  SCIENTIST  ON  U.S.  REi\SONS  FOR  CONTINUED  TESTING 

Reliability  Testing^ Said  Unnecessary 

Moscow  APN  MILITARY  BULLETIN  in  English  No  2,  Oct  86  pp  9-10 

[Article  by  Academician  Vitaliy  Goldanskiy,  specialist  in  physics  and  chem¬ 
istry:  "Explosions  in  Nevada  Are  Essential  Only  for  the  Development  of  New 
Weapons"] 

[Text]  Neither  the  USSR,  nor  the  U.S.  have  been  detonating  charges  with  a 
yield  of  more  than  150  kilotons  for  12  years,  that  is,  since  1974  when  the 
treaty  limiting  nuclear  tests  became  valid.  Yet  both  sides  have  even  more 
powerful  nuclear  charges  than  they  had  before,  and  nobody  doubts  their 
reallability.  Why? 

All  components  of  a  themonuclear  charge  are  either  stable,  such  as  lithium, 
deiterium  and  beryllium,  or  have  a  half-life  Incomparable  with  the  human  life 
span,  such  as  plutonium-239  with  a  half-life  of  24,000  years,  uranium-235, 

800  million  years,  and  uranium-238,  4.5  billion  years.  The  only  unstable 
component  used  in  some  types  of  nuclear  weapons  is  tritium  with  a  half-life 
of  about  12,5  years.  So,  tritium  is  the  only  component  which  should  be  re¬ 
placed  from  time  to  time  to  make  a  nuclear  charge  reliable. 

Furthermore,  every  nuclear  weapon  has  a  conventional  explosive  which  brings  a 
nuclear  charge  into  subcritical  condition  and  triggers  off  a  chain  reaction. 
There  is  a  detonator,  mechanical  and  electronic  components,  which  can  all  be 
subjected  to  a  failsafe  test  either  separately  or  together  without  detonating 
a  nuclear  charge  itself.  There  are  also  numerous  modern  methods  of  non¬ 
destructive  analysis,  such  as  defectoscopy,  introscopy,  etc,,  which  can  ac¬ 
curately  describe  the  physical  condition  and  chemical  composition  of  any 
component,  whether  nuclear  or  conventional.  And,  finally,  there  are  methods 
of  mathematical  experiment  which  make  it  possible  to  model  on  computers  even 
the  very  test-explosion  of  standard  nuclear  weapons. 

To  sum  up,  nuclear  weapons  can  be  subjected  to  a  comprehensive  test  for 
reliability  without  their  detonation.  Test  explosions  which  continue  to  be 
staged  in  Nevada  are  only  needed  for  the  development  of  new  types  of  weapons. 
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X-Ray  Laser  Development 


Ifoscow  APN  MILITARY  BULLETIN  in  English  No  1,  Jan  87  pp  3-7 

[Article  by  Academician  Vitaliy  Goldanskiy:  "Nevada  Test  Range  Is  Used  To  De¬ 
velop  the  X-Ray  Laser  '] 

[Text]  Only  a  small  part  of  U.S,  current  tests  is  concerned  with  existing 
nuclear  ammunition  or  one  that  is  to  replace  the  present  weapons.  Americans 
are  testing,  above  all,  the  uprated  types  of  fissile  nuclear  charges— 
triggers— designed  to  set  off  high-powered  thermonuclear  detonations.  For 
example-  a  charge  of  several  megatons  can  be  triggered  off  by  a  device  of 
a  few  kilotons,  that  is,  x^ith  a  capacity  belox/  the  limits  set  by  the  1974 
Treaty  (150  kilotons).  x^mericans  also  observe  hox^  impact  pulses,  heat, 
electromagnetic  radiation,  neutrons.  X-ray  and  gamma-ray  emissions  produced 
by  explosions  affect  nuclear  charges.  But  most  of  the  American  tests  are 
aimed  at  improving  second-generation  weapons  and  developing  weapons  of  a 
third  generation  (see  table) . 

For  example,  it  is  possible  to  seek  a  more  powerful  blast  and  to  make  such  a 
blast  as  optimum  as  possible  by  increasing  initial  super -critical  compression. 
One  may  also  conceive  some  miniature  variants  of  fissile  nuclear  fuses  ^for 
example,  by  achieving  their  super-compression  through  simultaneous  pulses 
from  a  multitude  of  powerful  optical  laser  beams.  This  method  is  similar  to 
the  idea  of  laser— triggered  thermonuclear  fusion  9.  thermonuclear  reaction 
effected  through  an  instantaneous  super-compression  and  heating  of  pellets  of 
frozen  mixture  of  deuterium  and  tritium.  Incidentally,  the  American  press  has 
recently  reported  that  it  is  planned  to  attempt  such  thermonuclear  fusion  at 
underground  nuclear  tests  at  the  Nevada  range.  Reduced  size  and  yield  of 
fissile  nuclear  fuses  may  prove  especially  attractive  in  developing  new  types 
of  tactical  nuclear  weapons  and  enhanced  radiation  weapons — ^neutron  bombs. 

Miniaturisation  of  nuclear  warheads  also  makes  it  possible  to  adapt  them  to 
new  delivery  systems  and  so  augment  and  widen  the  catalogue  of  nuclear  delivery 
vehicles  and  increase  the  number  of  warheads  of  a  new  type  leads  to  nevi  vehicles 
and  these  in  turn  give  rise  to  new  types  of  warheads,  with  the  arms  race 
spiralling  higher  and  higher. 

More  dangerous  still  is  the  fact  that  an  increasing  part  of  the  present 
American  test  explosions  is  being  used  to  develop  weapons  incorporating  new 
principles,  nuclear  weapons  of  a  third  generation.  Data  available  in  the 
press  indicate  that  dozens  and  perhaps  hundreds  of  test  explosions  are  plan¬ 
ned. 

The  possibilities  are  now  being  most  intensively  discussed  within  the  SDI 
framework  are  of  combining  various  kinds  of  selectively  directed  weapons  xi?ith 
the  impulse,  impact  or  destruction  effects  on  matter  or  mechanisms  to  be 
achieved  through  high  concentration  of  effect  energies  in  time  and  in  space, 
that  is,  by  means  of  rays  from  various  kinds  of  lasers  (chemical,  X-ray  or 
free  electron  ones),  beams  of  neutral  particles  accelerated  to  velocities  of 
the  order  of  tens  of  kilometres  a  second  by  gramme  projectiles,  etc. 
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General  Classification  of  Nuclear  Weapons 
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The  central  nuclear  component  of  the  SDI  programme  is  the  project  to  develop 
the  nuclear-pumped  X-ray  laser,  headquartered  at  the  Livermore  Laboratory 
and  initiated  by  Edward  Teller,  the  father  of  the  hydrogen  bomb,  and  his 
associates  Lowell  Wood  and  George  Chapline, 

Underlying  the  nuclear-pumped  X-ray  laser  project  is  the  idea  of  converting 
the  energy  of  a  nuclear  explosion,  which  normally  spreads  evenly  in  all 
directions  (we  disregard  here  details  of  energy  spread  from  a  ground  explo¬ 
sion  upwards  and  downwards),  into  energy  concentrated  in  space  along  definite 
narrow  directions. 

Each  such  direction  is  determined  by  orienting  a  long  and  thin  metal  needle 
located  next  to  the  nuclear  warhead  inside  the  common  housing  of  the  X-laser 
working  medium.  When  this  needle  is  exposed  to  a  powerful  flux  of  X-ray 
radiation  that  arises  at  the  moment  of  a  nuclear  explosion,  the  tvorking 
medium  of  the  X-laser  is  instantly  ionised  greatly,  with  multitudes  of 
electrons  leaving  both  external  and  deep-lying  shells  of  the  medium's  atoms, 
and  the  metal  needle  becomes  a  sort  of  plasma  with  a  very  high  density 
(typical  of  a  solid  body) .  It  is  assumed  that  every  nuclear  warhead ' s 
explosion  could  pump  several  dozen  needles  of  an  X-ray  laser,  while  high¬ 
speed  computers  would  train  these  needles  on  targets,  having  calculated  the 
trajectories  of  missiles  already  in  flight. 

This  kind  of  weapon  is  being  advertised  as  one  of  the  basic  ones  in  the  Star 
Wars  programme,  although  it  ought  to  be  said  that  there  are  different  opinions 
even  within  the  arms  laboratories  themselves  whose  staffs  are  the  chief  pro¬ 
ponents  of  continuing  the  nuclear  tests  and  take  an  active  part  in  SDI  work. 
There  is,  however,  strong  scepticism  regarding  the  prospects  of  X-ray  lasers 
being  developed  at  Livermore.  At  Los  Alamos  and  Sandia  it  is  widely  believed 
that  such  lasers  cannot  be  a  reliable  anti-missile  defence  and  that  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  being  appropriated  annually  for  them  should  be  real¬ 
located  to  other  SDI  projects.  Even  at  Livermore  itself  there  is  some  op¬ 
position  to  the  overemphasis  on  X-ray  lasers  and  there  are  sceptics  disbeliev¬ 
ing  the  efficiency  of  these  lasers  as  an  ABM  element. 

One  way  or  another ,  it  is  the  SDIr  programme  which  is  now  being  used  as  the 
main  argument  for  developing  the  X— ray  laser ,  and  at  the  same  time  it  is  the 
clear-cut  nuclear  arms  nature  of  these  SDI  components  which  is  causing  the 
greatest  concern  among  American  scientists  themselves. 

Another  source  of  anxiety  is  the  fact  that  SDI  should  be  based  on  an  impec¬ 
cably  operating  very  sophisticated  computer  programme,  including  the  need  for 
very  rapid  accomplishment  of  the  very  complex  task  of  image  identification 

a  great  number  of  far  from  identical  feedbacks.  Basically,  the  idea  is 
to  trust  the  fate  of  mankind  to  computers.  Requirements  to  an  SDI  programme 
may  be  likened  to  the  requirement  that  a  library  of  5,000  books,  each  300 
pages  long  and  issued  without  proofreading,  should  not  contain  a  single  mis¬ 
print,  "Misprints"  in  this  case  signify  the  threat  of  accidental  outbreak  of 
war,  when  the  entire  complex  SDI  system  is  activated  by  an  initially  false 
alarm  signal , 
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NUCLEAR  TESTING  AND  FREE  ZONE  PROPOSALS 


TASS  EXAJ^IINES  U .S . -JAPANESE  ’SECRET  AGREE^fENT’ 

’Scandal*  Exposed 

LD072100  Moscow  TASS  in  English  1841  GMT  7  Apr  87 

[’’Secret  Accord  Between  Washington  and  Tokyo  —  Analysis"  —  TASS  headline] 

[Text]  Moscow  April  7  TASS  —  TASS  political  news  analyst  Askold  Biryukov  writes: 

A  scandal  has  erupted  on  both  sides  of  the  Pacific  over  revelations  that  Washington  and 
Tokyo  have  had  a  secret  agreement  allowing  the  United  States  to  take  nuclear  weapons 
freely  into  Japan  for  some  thirty  years  now. 

THE  NEW  YORK  TIMES  reported  Tuesday  that  a  group  of  Japanese  Communists  led  by  MP 
Atshushi  Hashimoto,  who  had  been  searching  in  the  Library  of  Congress,  had  found  a 
declassified  telegram  from  the  then  U.S.  secretary  of  state.  Dean  Rusk,  to  American 
Ambassador  Edwin  Reischauer  in  Tokyo,  dated  February  24,  1966. 

The  cable  instructed  the  latter  to  remind  Tokyo  of  the  need  to  honor  confidential 
arrangements  with  the  United  States  on  unimpeded  introduction  of  nuclear  weapons  into 
Japan  under  a  "transit  agreement"  which  was  appended  as  a  top-secret  document  to  the 
1969  U.S. -Japanese  "Mutual  Security  Treaty". 

The  telegram  also  expressed  concern  that  the  arrangements  would  be  undermined  if  Japan 
accepted  a  proposal  that  Japan  be  declared  a  nuclear-free  zone. 

The  State  Department  warned  bluntly  that  such  a  move  by  Japan  ’'could  prevent  U.S.  from 
bringing  our  nuclear  capable  units  —  which  would  include  all  warships  —  into  U.S. 
bases  in  Japan". 

THE  WASHINGTON  POST  commented  that  the  Rusk  document  "appears  to  confirm  that  US.  ships 
and  aircraft  routinely  brought  nuclear  weapons  into  Japan  for  short  transit  periods". 

The  Communist  Party  of  Japan  made  the  contents  of  the  telegram  public. 

Shioji  Niihara,  a  member  of  the  Presidium  and  of  the  Secretariat  of  the  party's  Central 
Conunittee,  told  newsmen  in  Tokyo: 

"The  Liberal-Democratic  governments  have  always  talked  about  peace  and  disarmament,  but 
have  always  acted  contrary  to  those  goals. 

"We  want  to  expose  their  lies." 
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The  Central  Committee  of  his  party  in  a  representation  to  the  government  today 
officially  demanded  that  it  tell  parliament  what  confidential  arrangements  or  secret 
agreements  it  had  made  with  Washington  in  1960  on  visits  by  U.S.  warships  with  nuclear 
weapons,  use  of  Japanese  airfields  by  aircraft  with  nuclear  weapons,  and  stockpiling  of 
U.S.  nuclear  systems  in  this  country  for  contingencies. 

The  Communist  Party  of  Japan  said  the  telegram  it  had  published  was  evidence  that  the 
United  States  and  Japan  had  a  secret  agreement  allowing  American  nuclear  weapons  to  be 
carried  in  transit  through  Japan  or  stationed  there. 

The  expose  sent  official  quarters  in  Washington  and  Tokyo  in  confusion. 

U.S.  and  Japanese  politicians  had  spoken  also  before  about  there  being  a  secret  accord 
between  their  countries,  and  cases  where  nuclear  rainitions,  let  alone  delivery  systems, 
had  been  brought  into  Japan  had  been  reported  in  the  press  more  than  once. 

But  it  is  the  first  time  the  existence  of  the  agreement  has  been  confirmed  by  an 
offical  document  coming  to  public  knowledge. 

Acting  by  habit,  in  Tokyo  they  hurried  to  deny  out  of  hand  that  there  was  any  kind  of 
secret  agreement  on  introduction  of  American  nuclear  arras  into  Japan. 

Prime  Minister  Yasuhiro  Nakasone  asserted  that  the  existing  system  of  “advance 
consultations**  with  the  United  States  in  introduction  of  nuclear  weapons  into  Japan  in 
keeping  with  the)  **Mutual  Security  Treaty**  had  been  abided  by  **in  all  sincerity**. 

In  Washington,  however,  they  took  a  more  cautious  stand.  A  State  Department  spokesman 
said  U.S.  officials  "are  now  in  the  process  of  checking  the  authenticity  of  the 
document  and  will  not  comment  on  its  content  until  we  have  done  so.*’  Washington’s 
long-standing  policy,  he  added,  was  of  neither  confirming  nor  denying  the  presence  of 
nuclear  weapons  aboard  U.S.  vessels  and  aircraft. 

It  is  behind  a  palisade  of  diplomatic  tricks  like  refusal  to  “confirm  or  deny**  facts 
and  with  the  acquiescence  of  Tokyo  officialdom  that  the  United  States  has  for  all  these 
years  maintained  a  relentless  and  massive  buildup  of  nuclear  warheads  and  delivery 
systems  in  the  Asian-Pacific  region,  including  Japan,  in  defiance  of  the  three 
non-nuclear  principles  declared  by  that  country. 

The  Japanese  public,  which  has  been  waging  an  ever  more  determined  campaign  for  a 
nuclear-free  world,  is  justly  asking  by  what  right  it  has  been  deliberately  misled  all 
these  years  and  demanding  a  coherent  answer  to  this  question. 

Moscow  Japanese  Commentary 

OW080851  Moscow  in  Japanese  to  Japan  1000  GMT  7  Apr  87 
[Kalinin  commentary] 

[Excerpts]  As  has  been  reported,  the  Japan  Communist  Party  [JCP]  has  submitted  to  the 
Diet  a  secret  document  that  it  discovered  among  old  U.S.  of ficial  documents .  The 
secret  document  revealed  the  existence  of  the  Japan-U.S.  accord  concerning  shipments  of 
nuclear  weapons  to  Japan.  Radio  Moscow’s  military  affairs  commentator  Kalinin  writes 
as  follows: 

The  document  in  question  contains  a  secret  instruction  issued  by  Rusk,  then  secretary 
of  state,  in  1966.  It  tells  Reischauer,  then  ambassador  to  Japan,  to  stress  to  the 
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Japanese  Government  that  it  should  abide  by  an  agreement  allowing  nuclear  weapons  to  be 
brought  into  Japan,  Rusk  noted  that  the  Japan-U-S.  agreement  would  not  be  superseded 
by  a  nuclear  nonproliferation  treaty  that  was  then  in  the  making. 

This  exposure  of  a  secret  deal  between  Japan  and  the  United  States  concerning  nuclear 
arms  reinforces  in  documented  form  the  reliability  of  revelations  made  by  former 
Ambassador  to  Japan  Reischuauer  some  years  ago.  In  an  interview  with  MAINICHI  SHIBUN 
several  years  ago,  Reischauer  revealed  the  existence  of  a  1960  secret  accord  with  the 
Japanese  Government  concerning  port  calls  by  U.S.  ships  carrying  nuclear  arms  and 
concerning  flights  to  and  landings  in  Japan  of  aircraft  armed  with  nuclear  weapons.  At 
the  time,  Reischauer  denying  what  he  had  revealed. 

Incidentally,  former  U.S.  ambassador  to  Japan  Reischauer  is  not  the  only  person  who  has 
attested  to  U.S.  nuclear  weapons  shipments  to  Japan.  [passage  omitted] 

How  has  the  Japanese  Government  responded  to  the  revelations?  High-ranking  officials 
of  the  Japanese  Government  have  never  admitted  the  fact  of  U.S.  shipments  of  nuclear 
weapons  to  Japan.  The  case  the  JCP  exposed  to  the  Diet  was  no  exception. 

The  Japanese  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  promptly  denied  the  existence  of  any  secret 
accord  with  the  United  States  concerning  nuclear  weapons.  Prime  Minister  Nakasone  also 
issued  a  statement  to  that  effect.  This  time  however  none  of  these  rebuttals  are 
convincing.  The  reason  is  that  immediately  after  the  exposure  of  the  Rusk  instruction 
in  the  Diet,  former  Ambassador  to  Japan  Reischauer  reconfirmed  in  an  interview  with 
ASAHI  SHIMBUN  the  existence  of  a  Japan-U.S.  agreement  concerning  nuclear  arms  shipments 
to  Japan. 

According  to  Reischauer,  a  U.S.  ship  carrying  nuclear  arms  was  at  anchor  at  the  port  of 
Iwakuni,  a  U.S.  military  base,  at  the  time  he  received  Rusk*s  instruction.  Meanwhile, 
retired  Rear  Admiral  Laroque  said  that  he  would  resort  to  legal  procedures  to  force  the 
Reagan  administration  to  make  the  Japan-U.S.  agreement  public. 

Equally  noteworthy  is  the  attitude  of  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Tokyo  on  this  matter.  An 
embassy  spokesman  would  neither  confirm  nor  deny  the  reported  receipt  of  the  secret 
instruction  from  Rusk,  citing  the  embassy’s  position  that  it  has  no  right  to  comment  on 
official  cables  of  the  government. 

It  can  easily  be  imagined  that  not  only  the  Japanese  Government  but  the  U.S.  Government 
as  well,  is  working  hard  to  cover  up  the  facts.  This  is  because  the  document,  which 
has  stirred  up  a  controversy  in  the  Diet,  has  also  exposed  indisputable  deception 
concerning  the  three  nonnuclear  principles,  a  fundamental  national  policy  of  Japan. 
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NUCLEAR  TESTING  AND  FREE  ZONE  PROPOSALS 


TASS:  CPSU  OFFICIAL  DISCUSSES  INF,  NFZ  ISSUES  WITH  DANES 

Copenhagen  Press  Conference 

PII011351  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  29  Mar  87  First  Edition  p  4 


[TASS  report!  "CPSU  Delegation  in  Denmark"] 

[Text]  Copenhagen,  28  Mar  ~  The  CPSU  delegation  that  is  in  Denmark  at  the  invitatioti 
of  the  Danish  Social  Democratic  Party  met  with  E.  Weidekanip,  mayor  of  Copenhagen,  27 
March.  A.  I.  Lukyanov,  secretary  of  the  CPSU  Central  Committee  and  delegation  leader, 
talked  about  the  restructuring  under  way  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  about  the  increased 
role  of  local  soviets  in  solving  the  tasks  of  socialist  building  and  in  satisfying  the 
Soviet  people's  growing  needs.  The  representatives  of  Copenhagen's  local  authorities 
showed  interest  in  strengthening  good-neighborly  relations  between  the  USSR  and  Denmark 
and  expressed  readiness  to  promote  this  process. 


The  head  of  the  CPSU  delegation  was  received  by  Danish  Prime  Minister  P.  Schlueter.  In 
their  talk  they  touched  on  questions  of  ensuring  security  and  peace  in  Europe. 
Attention  was  devoted  primarily  to  questions  linked  with  the  implementation  of  the 
Soviet  peace  initiative  aimed  at  eliminating  U.S.  and  Soviet  medium-range  missiles  in 
Europe.  The  head  of  the  Danish  Government  showed  interest  in  the  processes  of 
restructuring  in  various  areas  of  Soviet  society's  life,  noting  their  international 
importance.  The  prime  minister  was  briefed  on  the  expansion  of  Soviet  industri.il 
enterprises'  rights  in  implementing  ties  with  foreign  firms,  and  on  the  creation  of 
joint  enterprises  with  the  participation  of  foreign  capital,  which  expand  the 
opportunities  for  Soviet  foreign  economic  activity.  There  was  an  exchange  of  opinions 
on  the  progress  in  implementing  the  accords  reached  during  P.  Schlueter 's  October  1 98h 
visit  to  the  Soviet  Union  —  accords  which  are  of  great  importance  for  developing 
mutually  advantageous  trade  and  economic  cooperation  between  the  two  countries. 


A  news  conference  was  held  in  the  afternoon  at  the  Christiansborg  Palace  —  the  Danish 
Parliament  building  —  in  which  the  CPSU  delegation  and  the  Danish  Social  Democratic 
Party  leadership,  including  party  Chairman  A.  Jorgensen,  Deputy  Chairman  S.  Auken, 
Secretary  S.  Christensen,  and  L.  Budtz,  chairman  of  the  Security  and  Foreign  Policy 
Commission,  took  part. 


In  a  statement  delivered  at  the  news  conference,  A. I.  Lukyanov  made  a  positive 
assessment  of  the  re.sults  of  the  talks  between  the  CPSU  delegation  and  the  Danish 
Social  Democratic  Party  leadership  and  expressed  the  hope  that  these  meetings  will 
promote  the  strengthening  of  relations  between  the  two  parties  and  be  of  use  to  both 
countries'  peoples. 
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The  talks  with  the  Danish  Social  Democratic  Party  representatives  and  the  meelinp.s 
which  the  delegation  has  had  in  Denmark  have  reaffirmed  the  importance  and  usefulness 
of  dialogue  between  Communists  and  Social  Democrats,  he  stressed. 

While  well  aware  of  the  differences  in  our  ideological  positions,  we  at  the  same  time 
convinced  that  this  should  not  be  an  obstacle  to  cooperation  for  the  sake  of  the 
main  task  of  the  day  —  the  maintenance  of  peace,  the  removal  of  the  nuclear  threat, 
the  ending  of  the  arms  race,  and  the  destruction  of  nuclear  weapons. 

We  are  profoundly  convinced,  the  head  of  the  CPSU  delegation  continued,  that  under 
present  conditions  we  do  not  need  new  thinking  alone.  We  need  new  practical  action  and 
bold  and  vigorous  steps.  In  this  regard  he  mentioned  the  Soviet  Union's  large-scale 
proposals  on  nuclear  disarmament,  particularly  those  set  out  in  the  28  February 
statement  by  M.S.  Gorbachev,  general  secretary  of  the  CPSU  Central  Committee,  and  the 
motives  which  prompted  the  Soviet  Union  to  make  the  decision. 

It  was  noted  that  the  proposals  to  create  nuclear-free  zones  in  various  parts  of  the 
European  Continent  are  in  line  with  the  general  efforts  aimed  at  removing  the  nuclear 
threat.  Pointing  out  the  Soviet  Union's  support  for  these  initiatives,  the  CPSU 
Central  Committee  secretary  spoke  in  detail  about  the  USSR's  approach  to  the  idea  of 
creating  a  nuclear-free  zone  in  the  Nordic  region.  He  stressed  that  the  Soviet  Union 
not  only  states  its  support  for  the  idea  but  is  taking  practical  measures  to  promote 
it.  In  particular,  these  measures  were  outlined  in  Helsinki  last  November. 

In  developing  this  position,  the  Soviet  Union  reaffirms  its  support  for  the  idea  of 
giving  nuclear-free  status  to  the  Baltic  Sea  within  the  framework  of  implementing  the 
proposal  for  a  nuclear-free  North,  and,  as  a  new  manifestation  of  goodwill,  could 
withdraw  6  submarines  equipped  with  18  ballistic  missiles  from  the  Baltic  Fleet  if 
agreement  were  reached  on  this  issue  among  the  relevant  states,  he  pointed  out. 


The  USSR's  readiness  to  embark  on  talks  on  concluding  a  multilateral  agreement  with  the 
participants  in  the  zone  or  on  concluding  separate  agreements  with  each  country, 
pledging  not  to  use  nuclear  weapons  against  them,  was  reaffirmed. 

Talking  about  the  processes  taking  place  in  the  USSR  and  in  Soviet  society's  life,  the 
head  of  the  CPSU  delegation  said  that  the  thrust  of  the  efforts  being  made  to 
restructure  and  profoundly  renew  all  aspects  of  the  country's  life  lies  in  revealing 
the  potential  of  socialism  to  the  full.  Restructuring  means  accelerating  Soviet 
economic  development  on  the  basis  of  the  achievements  of  the  scientific  and  technical 
revolution  in  the  interests  of  meeting  Soviet  people's  needs  increasingly  fully  and 
creating  better  living  conditions  for  them.  At  the  same  time  the  restructuring 
underway  in  the  Soviet  Union  does  not  mean  the  smashing  of  our  political  system,  he 
noted.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  a  question  of  strengthening  and  developing  it  and 
deepening  its  democratic  nature. 

The  CPSU  Central  Committee  secretary  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  talks  between  the 
Danish  Social  Democratic  Party  and  the  CPSU  are  of  great  importance.  They  have 
demonstrated  the  two  parties'  identical  concern  for  the  state  of  affairs  in  the  world 
and  their  understanding  of  the  need  to  develop  and  strengthen  Soviet— Danish  cooperation 
in  all  areas. 

We  view  Soviet-Danish  relations  as  a  weighty  component  in  a  wider  East-West  dialogue, 
the  head  of  the  CPSU  delegation  said  in  conclusion. 

A.  Jorgensen,  chairman  of  the  Danish  Social  Democratic  Party,  made  a  short  speech 
expressing  satisfaction  at  the  results  of  the  talks,  which,  in  his  opinion,  were  held 
in  a  friendly  and  businesslike  atmosphere. 
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The  news  conference  participants  answered  journalists’  questions. 

The  head  of  the  CPSU  delegation  met  with  Danish  Foreign  Minister  U.  Ellemann-Jensen. 
During  the  talk  a  number  of  international  problems  relating  to  security  on  the  European 
Continent  were  discussed.  An  important  place  was  occupied  by  an  examination  of  certain 
aspects  of  the  implementation  of  the  Soviet  initiative  on  withdrawing  medium-range 
miLlles  from  Europe  and  a  discussion  of  the  question  of  creating  a  nuclear-f re_e  zone 
in  northern  Europe  in  light  of  the  results  of  the  meeting  of  Nordic  countries  foreign 
ministers  in  Reykjavik,  where  it  was  deemed  necessary  to  set  up  a  unified,  expei t 
working  group  to  clarify  the  opportunities  for  creating  such  a  zone  in  the  region. 

The  CPSU  delegation  had  a  meeting  with  the  Danish  Communist  Party  leadership,  during 
which  there  was  an  in-depth  exchange  of  opinions  on  the  content  of  the  restructuring 
taking  place  in  the  Soviet  Union.  The  Danish  Communists  stressed  that  the  processes 

taking  place  in  the  USSR  are  of  great  importance  for  world  development  and  ^  the 
communist  movement.  They  made  a  high  assessment  of  the  USSR's  recent  steps  aimed  at 
improving  the  international  atmosphere,  in  particular  the  proposal  aimed  at  ridding  the 
European  continent  of  medium-range  missiles.  The  meeting  was  held  in  a  friendly  an 
relaxed  [neprinuzhdennyy]  atmosphere. 

A.I.  Lukyanov  met  with  representatives  of  Soviet  institutions  in  Denmark  The  tasks 
facing  Soviet  foreign  policy  and  foreign  economic  departments  and  organizations  at  tlie 
present  stage  were  discussed  in  light  of  the  decisions  of  the  CPSU  Central  Committee 
January  (1987)  Plenum. 

Lukyanov  Completes  Visit 

PM301327  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  30  Mar  87  First  Edition  p  5 
tTASS  report:  "Visit  Ends"] 

[Text]  Copenhagen,  29  Mar  ~  A  CPSU  delegation  headed  by  A.I.  Lukyanov,  secretary  of 
the  CPSU  Central  Committee,  visited  Denmark  at  the  invitation  of  the  Danish  Social 
Democratic  Party  23-28  March. 

During  its  stay  in  Denmark,  the  Soviet  delegation  exchanged  views  with  Social 
Democratic  Party  representatives  A.  Jorgensen,  party  chairman,  S.  Auken,  deputy 
chairman  and  Social  Democratic  Party  political  spokesman  in  the  Folketing;  S. 
Christensen,  party  secretary,  0.  Espersen,  Folketing  deputy;  L.  Budtz,  chairman  of  le 
Danish  Social  Democratic  Party  commission  for  security  and  foreign  policy  questions; 
and  0.  Fich,  Europarliament  deputy. 

The  talks  passed  in  a  friendly  atmosphere.  The  sides  discussed  primarily  questions 
pertaining  to  the  need  to  continue  efforts  to  achieve  detente  and  disarmament  and  in 
particular  problems  regarding  the  elimination  of  medium-range  missiles  and  operational 
Ld  tactical  weapons  from  Europe,  the  creation  of  a  nuclear-free  zone  in  northern 
Europe,  and  its  possible  geographical  boundaries  and  corresponding  guarantees. 
Questions  of  conventional  arms  reduction,  nonmilitarization  of  space,  observance  of  the 
ABM  Treaty,  and  so  forth  were  also  touched  upon. 

The  delegation  members  met  with  representatives  of  the  Social  Democratic  parliamentary 
party  and  S.  Jakobsen,  president  of  the  Folketing.  The  delegation  toured  the  country, 
visiting  Helsingor,  where  it  inspected  the  school  of  the  Danish  Federation  of  radc 
Unions,  Odense  and  Arhus.  It  had  talks  with  E.  Weidekamp,  the  mayor  of  Copenhagen. 
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The  head  of  the  CPSU  delegation  met  with  Prime  Minister  P.  Schluter  and  Foreign 
Minister  Ellemann-Jensen. 

The  CPSU  delegation  invited  representatives  of  the  Danish  Social  Democratic  Party  to 
visit  the  Soviet  Union. 

On  28  March  the  CPSU  delegation  ieft  Copenhagen. 

It  was  seen  off  at  Kastrup  airport  by  representatives  of  the  Danish  Social  Democratic 
Party  leadership  and  B.N.  Pastukhov,  Soviet  ambassador  to  Denmark. 

On  the  same  day,  the  delegation  headed  by  A. I.  Lukyanov  returned  to  Moscow. 

It  was  met  at  the  airport  by  I.V.  Kapitonov,  chairman  of  the  CPSU  Central  Committee 
Auditing  Commission;  CPSU  Central  Committee  members  V.V.  Zagladin  and  N.I.  Savinkin; 
and  others. 
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NUCLEAR  TESTING  AND  FREE  ZONE  PROPOSALS 


BULGARIAT^  OFFICIAL  DISCUSSES  BALKAN  NFZ  ON  MOSCOW  RADIO 

LD111035  Moscow  Domestic  Service  in  Russian  1215  GMT  10  Apr  87 

["International  Situation— Questions  and  Answers"  program  presented  by  Igor 
Surguchev.  with  Nikolay  Shishlin,  political  observer;  Marly  Ivanov,  first 
deputy  minister  of  foreign  affairs  of  Bulgaria;  Yuriy  Mikhaylovich  Kolosov, 
deputy  head  of  Humanitarian  and  Cultural  Ties  Administration  of  the  USSR  Min¬ 
istry  of  Foreign  Affairs;  and  Sergey  Pravdin,  Vyacheslav  Lavrentyev,  and  Andrey 
Ptashnikov,  "colleagues"  of  Igor  Surguchev] 

[Excerpt]  [Surguchev]  Many  of  our  listeners  continue  to  inquire  into  the 
problem  of  the  creation  of  nuclear-free  zones  in  Europe,  Comrades  (Logovskoy) 
from  Kyshtym  and  (Podshebyakin)  from  Korovograd  ask  if  there  is  any  progress 
in  the  creation  of  such  a  zone  in  the  Balkans,  As  you  know,  the  People  s  Re¬ 
public  of  Bulgaria  is  an  active  champion  of  declaring  the  Balkans  a  nuclear- 
free  zone. 

Over  to  Comrade  Mariy  Ivanov,  Bulgaria's  first  deputy  minister  of  foreign  affairs.  The 
recording  of  his  speech  was  made  recently  by  our  special  correspondent  in  Sofia. 

[Begin  Ivanov  recording  in  Bulgarian  with  superimposed  translation]  The  proposal  for 
creating  a  nuclear  weapon-free  zone  in  the  Balkans  is  one  of  the  earliest  initiatives 
concerning  the  creation  of  nuclear-free  zones  in  Europe.  The  well-known  proposals  of 
the  USSR  and  the  Socialist  Republic  of  Romania  on  this  matter  were  made  as  early  as  the 
second  half  of  the  fifties.  Our  country  energetically  supported  them.  As  you  know,  in 
recent  years  there  have  been  new  developments  and  broad  international  recognition  of 
the  idea  of  creating  nuclear-free  zones. 

In  1981,  Comrade  Zhivkov  proposed  that  a  meeting  of  leaders  of  the  Balkan  countries  be 
held  in  Sofia  to  discuss  the  problem.  The  first  step  was  taken  on  the  road  to  put  this 
proposal  into  practice.  In  January  and  February  1984,  there  was  a  conference  in  Athens 
of  experts  from  Balkans  countries.  They  reviewed  cooperation  among  themselves  in 
various  fields  and  discussed  procedure  directed  at  turning  the  Balkans  into  a  nuclear 
weapons— free  zone.  Agreement  was  reached  to  continue  this  dialogue. 

Realistic  preconditions  exist  for  turning  the  Balkans  into  a  nuclear-free  zone. 
Bulgaria,  Romania,  Yugoslavia,  Greece,  and  Turkey  are  participants  in  the  nuclear 
weapons  Nonproliferation  Treaty.  They  have  all  adopted  the  requirements  regarding  the 
use  of  nuclear  power  only  for  peaceful  purposes  as  established  by  the  IAEA.  The 
countries  of  the  region  do  not  have  their  own  nuclear  weapons,  and,  consequently,  their 
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plodgcf?  boil  down  to  the  withdrawal  of  the  nuclear  weapons  belonging  to  a  non- Balkan 
country,  to  not  permitting  these  weapons  on  their  territory.  Nor  would  the  creation  of 
such  a  zone  alter  the  balance  of  forces  in  the  region,  as  agreement  on  this  matter 
would  be  the  outcome  of  eqiial  talks,  based  on  the  principle  of  not  damaging  the 
security  of  any  state  or  military  grouping. 

The  international  seminar  on  nuclear-free  zones  held  in  Sofia  at  the  end  of  last  year, 
in  which  eminent  scientists  and  public  figures  from  East  and  West  took  part,  promoted 
further  popularization  of  the  idea  of  creating  a  nuclear-free  zone  in  the  Balkans.  The 
policy  of  the  People *s  Republic  of  Bulgaria  is  guided  by  the  interests  of  peace  and 
cooperation.  Acting  with  the  aim  of  consolidating  security  in  the  Balkans,  Bulgaria  is 
defending  the  supreme  interests  of  its  own  people  and  the  cause  of  socialism  and  peace 
on  earth.  [end  recording] 
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RELATED  ISSUES 


MOSCOW:  BLOC  FOREIGN  POLICY  JOURNALS  ON  INTERNATIONAL  SECURITY 

Realities  of  Nuclear  Space  Era 
Moscow  INTERNATIONAL  AFFAIRS  in  English  No  2,  1987  pp  3-7 


[Article  by  Prof.  Shalva  Sanakoyev] 


[Text] 


The  27(h  CPSU  Congress  evolved  and  pnt  forward  the  fundamental 
principles  for  a  comprehensive  inlernational  security  system.  This  far- 
reaching  initiative  was  backed  by  the  fraternal  parties  of  all  socialist 
community  countries.  It  takes  account  of  the  complexity  of  the  present  in¬ 
ternational  situation  and  the  tasks  facing  humanity  in  this  nuclear  age 
and  fully  meets  the  exigencies  of  today.  “Now  as  never  before,”  Mikhail 
Gorbachev  stressed  in  the  Political  Report  of  the  CPSU  Central  Commit¬ 
tee  to  the  Party  Congress,  “it  is  important  to  find  ways  for  closer  and  more 
productive  cooperation  with  governments,  parties,  and  mass  organisations 
and  movements  that  are  genuinely  concerned  about  the  destinies  of  peace 
on  earth,  with  all  peoples  in  order  to  build  . a  comprehesive  system  of  in- 
iernaiional  security/' 

The  problem  of  promoting  world  peace  and  security  has  always  been 
a  central  one  in  world  politics.  But  it  is  particularly  acute  now  that 
staving  off  a  nuclear  catastrophe  has  become  a  life-and-death  issue  for 
all  countries  and  peoples  and  that  the  security  of  every  state  hinges 
directly  on  international  security,  which  implies  durable  world  peace  and 
the  preclusion  of  any  attempt  whatever  to  prevent  nations  from  independ¬ 
ently  choosing  the  path  of  their  development. 

There  exists  a  mechanism  for  maintaining  international  peace.  It  is 
the  United  Nations,  whose  Charter  lays  down  the  fundamental  principles 
of  international  security,  to  be  put  into  practice  by  the  Security  Council, 
one  of  the  main  UN  bodies.  As  far  back  as  1970,  the  25th  Session  of  the 
UN  General  Assembly  adopted  a  Declaration  on  the  Strengthening  of 
IntcTuational  Security.  Ever  since  then,  the  course  of  implementation  of 
the  Declaration  has  been  discussed  at  every  session.  The  military,  poli¬ 
tical,  socio-economic  and  humanitarian  aspects  of  the  problem  are  a 
standing  topic  in  and  outside  the  United  Nations. 

Until  recently,  however,  international  security  problems  were  examined 


in  isolation  from  one  another,  and  the  idea  of  setting  up  a  comprehensive 
mternational  security  system,  of  working  out  its  universal  principles  was 
T.  n^K  -  resolutions  on  various  aspects  of 

thmna^  General  Assembly  remained  a  dead  letter 

through  the  fault  of  imperialist  countries. 

In  advocating  an  international  security  system,  including  a  system 

v?rifbTv*^hpM  countries  have  in- 

varidoly  held  that  it  should  serve  as  ,a  solid  basis  for  restructuring  in¬ 
ternational  relations  m  the  spirit  of  mutual  confidence  and  understanding 
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and  for  solving  key  world  political  problems,  above  all  those  of  curbin 
both  the  nuclear  and  the  conventional  arms  race,  and  should  become 
dependable  guarantee  of  world  ponce. 

The  27th  CPSU  Congress  developed  an  integral  concept  of  a  compre¬ 
hensive  international  security  system  covering  all  the  military,  political, 
economic  and  humanitarian  aspects  that  must  underlie  the  system.  This 
is  the  first  tinie  that  so  comple.K,  all-embracing  a  concept  has  been  pro¬ 
posed.  What  is  more,  the  proposal  comes  at  a  most  opportune  time,  for 
it  is  today  that  the  prerequisites  have  formed  for  a  constructive  disscus- 
sion  and  solution  of  the  whole  range  of  international  security  problems, 
or,  in  other  words,  objective  conditions  have  been  created  for  stopping  the 
warmongers  and  delivering  mankind  from  global  cataclysms  for  all  time. 
In  short,  the  trend  towards  building  up  the  potential  of  peace,  reason  and 
goodwill  is  now  both  steady  and  essentially  irreversible. 

A  turn  for  the  better  can  be  made  -from  the  sharp  military  and  politic¬ 
al  contest  between  the  two  systems  to  a  policy  of  detente  and  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  comprehensive  international  security  system.  This  is  ensured 
by  the  world  socialist  community  with  its  mighty  military,  economic  and 
political  potential;  the  growing  struggle  of  all  peace-loving  countries  of 
Asia,  Africa  and  Latin  America  for  peace  and  social  progress;  the  advan¬ 
ces  of  the  non-aligned  movement,  which  comprises  dozens  of  countries 
and  is  actively  resisting  the  imperialist  policy  of  aggression  and  war. 
Other  factors  promoting  a  shift  to  detente  and  the  creation  of  a  com¬ 
prehensive  international  security  system  are  the  expanding  anti-vyar 
rrovernent  of  all  continents,  whose  peoples  realise  more  and  more  that 
today  a  world  war  would  doom  humanity  to  self-annihilation;  the  increased 
awareness  of  some  sections  of  bourgeois  ruling  quarters  that  a  military 
confrrmtation  between  the  two  socio-economic  systems  would  have  disastr- 
ous  effects,  and  the  existence  of  rough  military-strategic  parity  between 
the  Soviet  Union  and  United  States,  betw'cen  the  WTO  and  NATO. 

It  follows  that  in  today  s  world  there  exist  objective  conditions  for  the 
contest  between  the  two  systems  to  go  on  exclusively  in  the  form  of 
peaceful  competition. 

history  and  social  progress,”  states  Resolution  of  the 
znn  (..HbU  Congress,  “requires  ever  niore  insistently  that  states  and  na¬ 
tions  constructively  and  positively  interact  all  over  the  world.  The  combi- 
nation  of  competition  and  historical  contest  between  the  two  systems  willi 
the  monnting  tendency  towards  the  interdependence  of  states  within  the 
world  community  is  the  real  dialectics  of  development  of  today’s  world. 
A  controversial  but  interdependent,  and  in  many  ways  integral,  world  is 
taking  shape  through  the  struggle  of  opposites.  World  affairs,  their  present 
stage,  set  especially  rigid  demands  on  every  state,  be  it  in  foreign  policy 
m  ^onornic  and  social  activity,  or  the  spiritual  makeup  of  society  ” 

The  Soviet  concept  of  international  security  is  a  concrete  manifesta- 
tion  of  a  now  mode  of  thinking  consonant  with  the  nuclear  age.  It  is 
aimed  at  laying  the  solid  groundwork  for  world  relations  adequate  to  the 
conditions  of  contemporary  scientific  and  technological  progress.  In  other 
words,  it  calls  for  the  establishment  of  a  system  of  state-to-state  rela¬ 
tions  meeting  today’s  exigencies,  ruling  out  the  very  possibility  of  breach¬ 
ing  international  peace  and,  most  important,  freed  from  the  arms  race, 
from  material  preparations  for  a  nuclear  war.  This  is  the  noble  aim  of 
the  whole  set  of  the  constructive  proposals  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
other  fraternal  countries. 

The  basis  for  a  comprehensive  international  security  system  can  be 
provided  by  the  proposals  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  other  fraternal 
countries  for  radically  reducing  strategic  offensive  nuclear  armaments, 
abolishing  US  and  Soviet  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe  and  simulta¬ 
neously  reducing  missiles  of  that  class  in  Asia,  freezing  the  number  of 
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missiles  with  a  range  below  1,(K)0  kilometres,  eonsoliHating  the  provisions 
of  the  ABM  Treaty,  imposing  a  complelc  and  definitive  ban  on  nuclear 
blasts,  eliminating  chemical  weapons  as  well  as  all  indusiiial  facilities  for 
their  manufacture  before  the  end  of  this  century,  carrying  out  substantia 
cuts  in  armed  forces  and  conventional  armaments  at  global  and  regional 
levels,  and  exercising  effective  control  in  c'vcTy  sphiTc  and  at  every  stage 
of  arms  reduction.  If  accepb'd  tliese  pr()posa!s  wcjidd  ludp  lay  the  founda¬ 
tions  for  a  comprehensive  international  security  sysii'in  and  substantially 
improve  the  international  situation. 

The  Soviet-US  summit  in  Reykjavik  and  the  new  proposals  made  there 
by  Mikhail  Gorbachev  showed  that  mutually  acceptable  agreements  lead¬ 
ing  to  the  abolition  of  nuch'ar  wea])ons  can  ho  readied.  At  present,  all 
sensible  statc'smen  and  politicians  adinrt  that  those  Soviet  proposals  offer 
a  real  op]>ort unity  for  lirt’aking  the  stalemate  at  the  disarmament  talks 
and  putting  an  end  to  the  arms  race.  Reykjavik  showed  the  world  once 
afj'ain  the  Soviet  Union’s  goodwill  in  searching  for  radical  solutions  in 
f-'nour  of  more  durable  world  peace,  a  peai*efnl  i)fesont  and  future  for 
m.-mkind  and  the  removal  of  the  nnclear  danger.  At  the  same  time,  it 
again  laid  hare  the  atlitiide  of  tliosc  who  refuse  to  aliandon  their  militar¬ 
ist  policy  and  tliidr  insane  plans  designed  to  alter  the  military  strategic 
halaiu'e  in  tludr  favour. 

The  leaders  of  the  fraternal  parties  of  the  CMF.A  member  countries 
\\'lio  met  in  A^oseow  on  Noxvinher  10  «'md  1 1,  IbiSG  twclumgcd  opinions  on 
current  international  I'u cihlenis,  file  meeting  supported  the  piinciplcd 
jiosiiion  adopted  by  the  Soviet  Union  in  Reykjavik  and  stressed  the  need 
to  step  lip  joint  efforts  in  the  inb’.rest  of  aboli'^hing  nnclear  weapons  and 
reducing  conventional  armaments,  of  strengthening  international  peace 

and  security.  ...... 

All  signs  are  tliat  tlie  imperiaMst  bourgeoisie  goes  on  closely  linking 
the  destiny  of  tlii'  old  world  with  militarism,  with  tlie  policy  of  arms^ace. 
It  sres  tl'jc  huilfl'Up  of  its  nuclc'ar  'potv-ntial  as  a  means  of  heading  oil  the 
final  disintegration  and  decay  of  capitalism.  Ind-ed,  imperialism,  which 
has  chosen  The  arms  race  and  virtually  ignores  all  proposals  for  curbing 
it,  is  pursuing  very  definite  class  aims:  maintaining  an  atmospliere  of 
fear  and  uncertainty  and  diverting  the  people  from  the  struggle  for  social 
justice  bv  (wploiting  their  desire  for  self-pr(’servation  and  survival.  Besi¬ 
des,  with  the  arms  race  (>n,  the  imperialist  honrgecusie  is  in  a  position  to 
virtually  «'\cliide  a  section  of  the  working  class  as  well  as  of  lesearch  and 
teclmolugieal  peMsoimcl  iiom  anti-war  movements  and  the  ant i-i]np(‘rial- 
ist  struggle  by  pioviding  it  with  a  high  standard  of  living. 

The  class  character  of  the  imperialist  policy  of  nncU'ar  and  space  arms 
race  is  particularly  obvious  in  regard  to  the  Soviet  Union  and  other 
socialist  countries.  It  is  manifested  in  attempts  to  weaken  them  economic¬ 
ally  and  to  undiM'inine  their  international  positions. 

Thus  tlie  policy  of  building  up  military  potential  currently  pursued  by 
the  United  Stales  and  NATO  affects  the  interests  of  every  single  nation 
and  humanity  as  a  whole.  Imperialism  would  like  to  make  the  arms  race 
all  but  the  “point  of  departure”  for  its  class  and  ideological  contest  wuth 
world  socialism.  By  escalating  it  again  and  ftgain,  imperialism  is  com¬ 
mitting  the  greatest  crime  against  the  peoples  of  the  world. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  Soviet  Union’s  steadfast,  unrelenting 
struggle  for  disarmament  is  of  special  importance  in  mobilising  the  peopl¬ 
es  against  the  barbarous  policy  of  international  imperialism,  for  organis¬ 
ing  effective  joint  aciions  in  dctencc  of  world  peace  and  the  future  of 
civilisation. 

Laying  the  foundations  for  a  comprehensive  international  security 
system  w'ould  help  make  peaceful  coexistence  the  highest  universal  prin- 
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cipic  of  relations  between  countries  of  the  two  different  systems.  It  is 
logical  that  this  initiative  comes  from  the  Soviet  Union  and  other  social¬ 
ist  countries.  The  foreign  policy  of  existing  socialism  is,  and  has  always 
been,  the  most  humane  and  purposeful  policy  in  defending  world  peace 
and  resisting  aggression  and  war.  Seeking  to  provide  peaceful  conditions 
for  the  creative  effort  of  their  peoples,  the  socialist  community  countries 
are  at  the  same  time  defending  the  interests  of  mankind  as  they  strive 
for  the  solution  of  the  main  global  problem  of  today,  that  of  averting  a 
nuclear  disaster  and  preserving  peace  and  life  on  earth. 

Socialism  is  a  society  consistently  upholding  the  independence  of 
peoples  and  human  progress  and  gearing  its  international  activities  to 
the  maintenance  and  consolidation  of  world  peace.  Socialism,  Mikhail 
Gorbachev  said  at  the  27th  CPSU  Congress,  '7s  setting  an  example  which 
is  becoming  more  and  more  influential  and  attractive,  and  demonstrating 
the  real  humanism  of  the  socialist  way  of  life.  By  so  doing  it  is  erecting 
an  increasingly  reliable  barrier  to  the  ideology  and  policy  of  war  and 
militarism,  reaction  and  force,  to  all  forms  of  inhumanity,  and  is  actively 
furthering  social  progress.  It  has  grown  into  a  powerful  moral  and 
material  force,  and  has  shown  what  opportunities  are  opening  for  modern 
civilisation*'. 

It  is  from  the  standpoint  of  using  objective  opportunities  that  one 
should  also  consider  the  proposal  to  lay  the  groundwork  for  international 
security  in  order  to  lend  the  development  of  international  relations  a 
stable  character  and  provide  a  reliable  safeguard  against  the  threat  of 
military  cataclysms. 

We  are  not  inclined  to  oversimplify  matters.  The  problem  of  laying  the 
foundations  for  international  security  is  very  complex  and  will  take  a 
good  deal  of  time  and  effort.  Its  solution  will  depend  in  no  small  measure 
on  the  overall  international  situation,  on  the  course  and  outcome  of  the 
talks  on  nuclear  and  conventional  armaments,  on  the  improvements  of 
the  political  climate  in  the  world,  on  greater  confidence  between  countries. 

In  this  connection  there  is  no  disregarding  the  diplomatic  subterfuges 
and  propaganda  stratagems  of  the  Western  countries,  which  often  use 
them  as  a  smokescreen  to  conceal  the  real  state  of  world  affairs.  We  are 
faced  with  a  clear  attempt  to  misrepresent  the  overall  situation  in  the 
world,  to  minimise  the  nuclear  danger  threatening  the  peoples,  and  at 
the  same  time  to  paint  an  unwarrantodly  bright  picture  of  the  ongoing 
East-West  talks,  especially  on  curbing  the  arms  race.  In  so  doing,  the 
West  is  careful  to  say  as  little  as  possible  about  the  results  of  these  talks. 
What  we  have  here  is  certainly  not  an  excess  of  optimism  but  an  attempt 
to  mislead  public  opinion  and  throw  the  anit-war  movements  into  disar¬ 
ray.  Thus  the  imperialist  states’  “secret  diplomacy”  takes  on  yet  another 
highly  dangerous  form. 

A  Marxist-Leninist  analysis  of  the  alignment  of  world  political  and 
class  forces  as  well  as  an  objective  assessment  of  the  overall  international 
situation  and  authentic  information  on  the  talks  under  way  contribute 
therefore  in  large  measure  to  a  correct  understanding  by  the  peoples  of 
today’s  requirements  and  mobilise  them  to  resist  the  policy  of  militarism 
and  war. 

The  Soviet  Union  and  other  socialist  countries  submitted  the  proposal 
for  a  comprehensive  international  security  system  to  the  4Lst  Session  of 
the  UN  General  Assembly.  The  move  was  prompted  by  deep  concern 
about  the  fate  of  peace  and  .the  future  of  nations  and  }\ad  a  definite  pur¬ 
pose:  preventing  a  drift  to  the  precipice  of  nuclear  self-annihilation  and 
bringing  people’s  way  of  thinking  and  action  into  line  with  the  realities 
of  the  nuclear  and  space  age  so  as  to  reshape  international  relations  on 
the  principles  of  cooperation  and  mutual  understanding,  thereby  preserv¬ 
ing  and  promoting  peace. 
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I'in*  rr^niili  .’s  propc lo  the  I’N  it)  mil  on  its  int/iiihi’rs  to 

tMi  pi (Aidiiio-  s^'cuiity  for  all,  in  every  sj)here  of  inler- 

nalio::;iI  relation'^  anti  to"*  t'onlrihiiic  aceordiiiLjly  lo  the  tirafling  of  a  tioeu- 
inent  et.aii a inin<T  jhc  fniitlaini'nl al  priiieiplt'S  of  a  eoinprehensive  inieina- 
litviial  st'eurily  system. 

The  41sl  St'ssion  of  the  I  IN  Gent'rnl  Assianbly,  in  parlicnlar  its  I'iist 
<'oiiinii1t(‘e,  cii-a-nssetl  the  inoposal  for  siudi  a  system.  The  overwlielniinp: 
majority  of  sjusaktaas  snr'poited  the  socialist  coiiiitrios  initiative.  Hiey 
slrr‘ set!  that  it  is  in  kt  epei^  will)  the  rt'cinireiiitmi s  of  today  and  with  tlie. 
larks  and  ohjrtTivt'S  of  the  IJN  and  renects  the  initTosts  of  all  pco])les 
and  conn  tries  and  world  ptoice. 

The  'fist  Session  of  the  UN  General  Asstaiihly  with  102  yes  votes 
passt'd  a  re.solntion  “On  the  Creation  of  a  Comprehensive  System  of  Inter¬ 
national  1^'ace  and  Security”,  thus  laying  the  fonndation  for  the  further 
development  of  eonstnictive  dialoj^ne  on  the  substance  of  a  new  philo- 
st>j)Ijy  of  security  in  tlio  unclear  space  aj>c  and  practical  ways  of  rccon- 
strnctiim  internal iomal  rcdalions  on  its  basis.  Tbe  only  no  votes  came  from 
Fi'iince  and  the  United  States. 

In  conclusion  we  wish  to  stress  ill  at  today  it  is  p;n'ticnlarly  important 
to  analyse  on  .sci(Mitiric  lines  problems  involvni”’  diverse  aspeaTs  of  a  com- 
irii'licnsivc  internal i(mal  soeiirity  system,  sliow  tbe  si|^*nificanco  of  depen- 
d:  ble  anti  jni.'iraiilt'ed  foundations  for  Ibis  sy^ban  in  llie  nuclear  and 
sj>acG  era,  and  brinj^  out  and  etimjiare  the  positions  of  states,  political 
j>artics  and  social  movenitaits  on  this  key  issue  of  eonttanporary  inter¬ 
national  relations  and  world  |'>olilics.  To  inakt'  e\cryone  more  aware  of 
the  f.-iet  that  piovidiiij^  the  foundations  for  seenrity  is  iin[)('rative  today, 
it  is  ii'-'Oessa ry,  first  and  fortaiiost,  to  make  an  objective  ;inal)sis  of  the 
strn^f^'le  hcdwt'cai  divt'rse  ii'('nds  over  tills  j)rohlem,  slujw'  tlie  course  of  the 
current  talks  on  the  fiiiidamenial  security  probb-m,  tliat  of  curbing  the 
nuclear  arms  ra(‘e,  and  ajijiraise  the  contribution  of  the  nc'gotiaiors  to  the 
immediate  solution  of  the  jiroblems  of  nnch'ar  di^arinamtait  and  to  the 
piiMiiotion  of  wta  bi  peace  and  si'curitya 

These,  then,  .'ire  the  considiaations  that  piompird  ns  in  0];;anising  an 
('.xehange  of  opinion  on  the  problems  I'oma'rned.  The  participants  are 
scholars,  journalists  and  practical  workers  from  Bulgaria,  the  German 
Democratic  Republic,  Hungary,  Poland  and  the  Soviet  Union. 


Military, Political  Aspects 
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[Article  by  Wolfgang  Kubiczek] 

[Text]  lagt  decades  of  this  century,  associated  more  and  more  often  with 

the  onset  of  tlie  nnclenr  and  space  era,  have  seen  the  rise  of  an  absoluU- 
Iv  new  situation.  This  is  due  primarily  to  the  impact  of  the  scientific  and 
technological  rcvolntion  on  military  technoloy-y,  _somcthing  which  lends 
tlic  prohTcm  of  war  and  peace  a  qualitatively  different  dimension.  While 
in  earlier  wars  there  were  winners  and  losers,  such  an  outcome  is  no 
lomn'r  possible.  Owing  to  the  enormous  destructive  power  of  the  weapons 
stockpiled  to  date,  a  nuclear  war  would  spell  the  self-anmhilation  of  hu- 
manitv.  Under  tliose  circumstances,  safognarding  the  wor.d  against  the 
threat' of  a  nuclear  catastroplic  is  increasingly  assnmiug  the  character  ol 
a  political  task  that  can  only  be  accomplished  by  political  m^ans. 

“The  new  situation”,  said  Erich  flonecker  on  June  13,  1986,  calls  or 
new  thinking,  for  a  new,  responsible  approach  to  the  issues  whose  oiit- 
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c(»nio  will  determine  whether  there  will  be  war  or  peace.  To  begiii  with, 
it  is  necessary  to  find  solutions  leading  to  the  halt  of  the  arms 
to  a  resliapiiig  of  relations  between  states  on  the  basis  of  comprehensive 
and  equal  security  for  all.”  Universal  security  can  be  erKSured  on  a  durao- 
le  basis  and  for  the  long  term  given  the  elimination  of  the  material  means 
whose  use  would  result  in  destroying  mankind.  This  implies  pnmanly  dis- 
r*rin ament  in  the  sphere  of  nuclear  and  other  weapons  of  mass  destruction, 
n.)'!*extcnsion  of  the  arms  race  to  outer  space  and  substantial  cuts  in  ar- 
rc*’  1  forces  and  conventional  armaments. 

Wliat  is  the  qualitatively  new  situation  in  which  the  world  finds 

No  slalt^  is  in  a  })osi1i()n  any  longer  to  safeguard  its  S(‘curily  by  mili¬ 
tary  h*i“!iiiulogieal  uu’ans  wliile  ignoring  or  injuring  the  security  of  other 
countries.  The  devel(g)mi'nt  of  new  weapons  has  never  eontribuled  to  last- 
ing  peace.  The  thesis  advanced  recently  in  connection  with  SDI  and  alleg¬ 
ing  that  a  new,  more  sophisticated  military  technology  can  dependably 
safv^'guard  the  security  of  the  United  States  is  nothing  but  an  illusion.  All 
that  such  brc^akthroiighs  in  military  technology  produce  is  a  marked 
build  up  of  ifiilitary  i>oientiaIs  and  a  d(‘preciaiion  of  a  peace-preserving 
factor  like  military  parity.  ' 

An  analysis  of  the  trend  of  the  arms  race  over  the  past  decades  re¬ 
veals  something  peculiar,  a  distinctive  “logic”.  The  military  technological 
projects  of  one  side  arc  depreciated  by  the  other  side’s  counter-measures 
which,  in  their  turn,  prompt  the  foimer  to  act  in  order  to  offset  them.  In¬ 
asmuch  as  ('ach  side  proceeds  in  assessing  progress  in  the  armaments  of 
the  otlu'.r  side  from  what  is  the  worst  for  itself,  a  cpialilativc  advance  in 
the  effectiveness  of  the  wi'apons  of  mass  deslriiction  that  are  fielded  comes 
fairly  soon.  This  ominous  “logic”  of  the  arms  race  may  go  so  far  as  to 
defy  political  control  or  even  to  condition  political  decisions. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  demonstrated  by  its  practical  moves  that  this 
“logic”  can  be  counteracted  by  reasonable  {mlitical  measures.  The  most 
cf>nvincing  example  of  Ibis  is  tlie  repeated  extension  of  the  Soviet  Union’s 
unilateral  moratorium  on  nuclear  blasts  at  a  time  when  the  United  States 
pressed  forward  with  nuclear  weapons  tests.  It  goes  without  saying  that 
Soviet  goodwill  emmot  be  abnsi'd  ad  infinitum.  There  is  a  need  for  an 
adequate  response  from  the  United  States.  The  “logic”  of  the  arms  race 
must  give  way  to  the  logn'c  of  ending  it. 

The  iinclear  arms  race,  if  coiitinued,  is  bound  to  increase  equal  dan¬ 
ger  ajjd  may  push  it  so  far  that  “even  parity  will  cease  to  6e  a  factor  of 
niilitary-pulitical  detcrKUice”,  Mikhail  Gorbachev  said  at  the  27Th  CPSU 
Congress.  That  this  coMidnsion  is  justified  is  shown  by.  persistent  US 
attempts  to  build  np  a  first  strike  capability  by  developing  strategic  and 
st)ace  olTiaisive  weapons.  Tliis  ambition  might  tempt  adventurist  imperial¬ 
ist  forces  to  settle  political  crises  by  using  nuclear  weapons. 

The  performances  of  the  new  weapons  and  the  way  they  are  deployed 
sharply  reduce  the  time  for  prior  notification.  Today,  if  nuclear  missiles 
will  be  used,  this  time  is  measured  in  minutes,  but  it  will  be  reduced  to 
seconds  once  laser  bc'am  weapons  are  used  in  outer  space  or  from-  outer 
space  against  the  Carth.  Thus,  the  lime  needed  for  the  political  leadership 
of  a  country  to  make  decisions  regarding  the  nature  and  scale  of  retalia¬ 
tion,  the  issue  of  war  and  peace,  is  shrinking.  Such  decision-making  is 
inevitably  relegated  in  increasing  measure  to  technical  systems  and,  what 
is  more,  failures  of  such  systems  are  not  entirely  out  of  the  question,  as 
the  sad  experience  of  the  past  has  shown.  In  a  crisis  situation  the  com¬ 
mon  sense  and  will  of  politicians  would,  in  fact,  no  longer  be  able  to  slop 
a  dangerous  trend  of  development. 
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Rapid  changes  in  military  technology  eventually  give  rise  to  weapons 
systems  whose  limitation  and  reduction  would  be  quite  hard  to  control  or 
could  not  be  controlled  at  all.  In  other  words,  arms  reduction  encounters 
growing  technical  difficulties.  At  the  same  time,  there  is  a  danger  even 
now  that  the  arms  race  being  whipped  up  by  the  United  States  may  go 
beyond  the  limits  to  the  buildup  of  deadly  weapons  set  by  existing  trea¬ 
ties.  The  contradiction  between  the  implementation  of  Star  Wars  plans 
and  compliance  with  provisions  of  the  1972  ABM  Treaty  is  evident.  The 
arms  race  is  undermining  the  existing  political  mechanism  of  curbing  it; 
at  the  same  time,  it  is  eroding  the  general  political  and  technical  condi¬ 
tions  of  reaching  new  agreements  and  accords  on  arms  limitation  and 
disarmament. 

Such  are  certain  circumstances  which  should  be  taken  into  account  in 
ensuring  international  security. 

Obviously,  a  comprehensive  approach  to  the  problem  of  promoting  in¬ 
ternational  security  demands  first  and  foremost  removal  of  the  military 
factor  from  the  global  structure  of  security.  This  can  only  be  achieved  by 
steadily  abolishing  the  means  of  warfare,  especially  nuclear  arms.  Dis¬ 
armament  is  therefore  a  political  task  of  paramount  importance  in  the 

strimgle  for  a  comprehensive  international  security  system. 

The  attitude  to  armed  force,  to  military  might  and  their  role  in  world 
politics, -is  becoming  a  criterion  of  the  existence  or  lack  of  new  thinkmg 
in  thi'  nuclear  and  space  age.  Mikhail  Gorbachev’s  statement  made  at  the 
27tti  CPSU  Congress  to  the  effect  that  "the  modern  world  has  become 
much  too  small  and  fragile  for  wars  and  a  policy  of  strength... .  Not  only 
nuclear  war  itself  but  also  the  preparations  for  it,  in  other  words,  the 
arms  race,  the  aspiration  to  win  military  superiority  can,  speaking  in 
objective  terms,  bring  no  political  gain  to  anybody”,  accords  both 
the  ideal  of  socialism  and  with  the  objective  security  interests  of  all  na- 


tions.  _  ,  j  I 

The  socialist  countries  are  not  trying  to  achieve  unilateral  advantages 
injuring  the  security  of  other  countries  and  running  counter  to  their  iri- 
tei-ests  The  Warsaw  Treaty  countries’  military  doctrine  is  explicitly  ori¬ 
entated  to  defence.  The  Soviet  Union  and  its  WTO  partners  are  staunch 
opponents  of  any  variety  of  war.  The  Soviet  Union  and  the  Peoples  Ke- 
public  of  China  have  committed  themselves  to  no-first-use  of  nuclear  wea¬ 
pons.  The  Warsaw  Treaty  countries  declared  at  the  Budapest  Meeting  o 
the  Political  Consultative  Committee  in  June  19hG  that  they  would  start 
no  hostilities  against  any  state  unless  they  become  the  target  of  aggres¬ 
sion  themselves. 

In  the  military  field  the  Warsaw  Treaty  countries  proceed  in  a  way 
ensuring  that  no  other  country  feels  concerned  about  its  security.  They 
are  seeking  a  drastic  lowering  of  the  high  level  of  military  confrontation, 
the  abolition  of  all  nuclear  and  other  weapons  of  mass  destruction  and  a 
limitation  of  the  offensive  capability  of  the  opposing  armed  alignments 
in  order  that  the  military  potential  of  alliances  and  individual  countries 
may  only  serve  their  defence  requirements. 

Regrettably,  this  approach  to  the  military  factor  is  still  anything  but 
universal  The  leading  politicians  of  N.ATO  countries  are  stuck  in  pre- 
nuclear  dogmas.  Thev  unhesitatingly  extol  military  strength  hoping  to 
achieve  their  aims  with  its  help.  Early  last  year  the  US  President,  speak¬ 
ing  on  television,  said  that  the  past  five  years  had  shown  |hat  US  strength 
was  again  a  safeguard  of  freedom  in  a  dangerous  world.  He  descriDeci 
force  as  the  most  conclusive  argument  that  his  country  Thereupon 
the  President  repeated  the  battered  allegation  that  arms  limitation  talks 
with  the  Soviet  Union  could  only  be  carried  on  “from  a  position  oi 
strength’’.  He  said  US  strength  was  an  inseparable  element  of  tranquillity 
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in  the  world,  Aiiiorica’s  last  groat  hope  at  the  talks  on  real  cuts  in  nucle¬ 
ar  arms,  and  therefore  his  country  was  negotiating  with  the  Soviets 
“from  a  position  of  strength”.  US  Defense  Secretary  Caspar  Weinberger 
vyas  even  more  outspoken  in  one  of  his  articles.  Me  wrote  that  the  United 
States  could  achieve  its  goal  even  without  war  provided  it  was  strong 
cmeigh  militarily. 

This  mode  of  thinking,  which  relies  oti  one’s  own  military  strength  and 
on  the  weakness  of  the  other  side,  is  outdated  and,  above  all,  politically 
unrealistic;  it  conflicts  with  US  interests  and  the  task  of  preserving  world 
peace.  Such  thinking  is  indicative  of  a  political  philosophy  prompted  by 
the  notion  of  one’s  exclusiveness,  appropriating  the  right  to  pass  judg- 
Uji  Jil  on  i  v<  r}-oru»  and  everything  and  denying  the  political  ami  moral 

ii.e.iil  of  oilier  nations  to  claim  a  position  ecpial  to  that  of  iiie  United 
States. 

And  so,  two  antithetic  inlerprcdations  of  the  role  of  armed  force  in 
shaping  the  future  system  of  international  relations  is  the  di.slinclive  back¬ 
ground  of  the  current  ‘Struggle,  whose  outcome  will  have  a  direct  bearing 
on  the  fate  of  the  world  p(^ace.  Rolli  interpretations  are  products  of  the 
Class  (’^stau'e  of  the  social  systems  concerned.  One  of  them  expresses  the 
insep.n  al^le  unity  of  snrialism  and  pi'ace.  The  other  reflects  the  aggres¬ 
siveness  of  imi)erialism,^  its  inheiaait  tendency  towards  militarisation,' and 
the  iiiliTt'sls  and  objectives  of  the  mil  itary-in  dust  rial  complex. 

riiis  iieing  so,  is  there  no  contradiction  in  the  very  problem  of  safegu¬ 
arding  iiitejiialiona]  security?  Isn’t  it  a  fact  that  the  arms  race  is  typical 
of  imperialism  and  therefore  cannot  be  slopped,  to  say  ludhing  of  any 
headway  towards  disarmament?  Doesn’t  it  mean  that  for  as  long  as  the 
('apilalist  system  exists,  hiimanily  wnll  inevitably  go  on  drifting  towards 
the  precipice  of  nuclear  disaster? 

Politically,  to  present  the  problem  in  this  w'ay  would  mean  denying 
the  possibility  of  disarmament  in  the  present  epoch,  which  is  characterised 
by  the  existence  of  stales  with  difTerent  social  systems,  and  would  mean 
(looiniiig  large  sections  of  the  public  to  political  passivity  and  fatalistic 
Ihinkmg. ^ Also,  it  would  discourage  those  forces  that  do  not  subscribe  to 
socialisms  goals  from  the  common  struggle  for  disarmament  and  auainst 
a  nucleai  catastrophe.  Yet  it  i.s  beyond  doubt  that  a  broad  coalition  of 
coimiiun  sense  and  realism  involving  tlie  ovciwvhelming  majority  of  pe¬ 
ople,  a  sizable  jjarl  of  the  bourgeoisie  included,  could  bring  about  disar- 
niainent  and  make  a  langible  contribution  to  the  establishment  of  a  com¬ 
prehensive  international  s(‘curity  .system. 

The  capitalist  stales  are  compelled  to  take  account  of  the  balance  of 
inlei nali(»nal  forces,  the  main  trends  of  w'orld  dcNcIopinent  and  (he  grow¬ 
ing  int vi  (icpcndeuce  of  countries  and  peoples.  Rt'sides,  the  more  aggres¬ 
sive  i)ijp(:riali.st  forces  come  up  more  and  more  often  against  the  fact  that 
there  is  a  limit  to  the  ])oliliraI  and  economic  potentialities  of  the  capital¬ 
ist  system,  which  they  certainly  cannot  hnt  ri^ckon  with. 

And  now  for  the  cln’ef  jHiint.  The  consolidation  of  socialism  in  every 
^respect  and  its  ability  to  maintain  its  defence  potential  at  a  level  neces¬ 
sary  for  safeguarding  its  security  only  and  for  no  other  purposes  are  and 
will  remain  a  major  guarantee  of  peaceful  world  development.  The  results 
01  the  btockholm  Conference  on  Confidence-  and  Security-Building  Mea¬ 
sures  and  Disarinainent  in  Europe  arc  evidence  that  all  thv.  existing  diffe¬ 
rences  over  the  issue  of  war  and  peace  notwithstanding,  it  is  possible  to 
reach  agreements  equally  meeting  the  Interests  of  all  countries. 

In  working  for  the'  establishment  of  a  comprehensive  international 
security  ^stem,  it  is  essential  to  see  the  interconnection  of  all  its  com¬ 
ponents.  Cuts  m  armed  forces  and  armaments  and  disarmament  measures 
k'dve  in  the  international  structure  of  security  a  vacuum  which  must  be 
»illed  by  introducing  other  guarantees  of  security.  Anns  limitation  and 
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disarmament,  that  is,  a  dirninution  of  the  role  of  the  military  factor  as  a 
component  of  the  security  of  states,  inevitably  lead  to  a  growth  in  the  sig¬ 
nificance  of  other  spheres,  primarily  the  political  sphere.  To  safeguard 
international  security,  it  is  necessary  both  to  adopt  disarmament  measures 
and  provide  greater  political  and  legal  guarantees  of  national  security. 
The  socialist  countries  bear  this  interconnection  in  mind.  And  they  do  not 
regard^  the  achievement  of  progress  in  one  field  as  a  precondition  of  pro¬ 
gress  in  another.  It  is  possible  to  adopt  arms  limitation  and  disarmament 
measures  that  do  not  simultaneously  require  political  guarantees.  The 
general  principle,  however,  should  be  as  follows:  the  more  extensive  and 
significant  disarmament  measuies  are,  the  more  imperative  it  is  to  join 
efforts  for  strengthening  all  other  direct  and  indirect  guarantees  of  se¬ 
curity.  It  is  also  important  to  vigorously  foster  political  dialogue  between 
countries  with  different  social  systems.  It  helps  create  general  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  progress  in  disarmament. 

The  German  Democratic  Republic  therefore  submitted  a  draft  resolu¬ 
tion  on  the  need  for  a  constructive  dialogue  to  improve  the  international 
situation  to  the  41st  Session  of  the  UN  General  Assembly.  It  wants  to 
help  ensure  that  political  dialogue  and  talks  are  carried  on  with  a  sense 
of  responsibility  and  that  results  are  achieved  with  the  aim  of  promoting 
peace  and  international  cooperation  and  drawing  interests  closer  together. 
Also,  the  GDR  does  its  best  to  help  strengthen  the  UN  as  a  forum  of 
collective  efforts  for  the  solution  of  urgent  world  problems. 

In  1986,  the  socialist  countries  showed  their  readiness  to  take  a  new 
approach  to  the  problem  of  disarmament  by  proposing  a  comprehensive 
programme  for  a  phased  reduction  of  nuclear  and  conventional  weapons 
and  appropriate  effective  control.  It  is  now  necessary  for  policy-makers  in 
capitalist  countries  to  show  political  readiness  and  goodwill  in  their  turn 
by  accepting  the  proposed  dialogue,  which  would  make  it  possible  to  put 
the  problem  of  setting  up  a  comprehensive  international  security  system 
on  a  practical  basis. 


U.S.  Military  Doctrines 

Moscow  INTERNATIONAL  AFFAIRS  in  English  No  2,  1987  pp  24-27 
[Article  by  Laszlo  Tolnai] 

[Text]  tjjg  Second  World  War,  the  plurality  of  mutually  counterbalanc¬ 

ing  rival  international  forces  admittedly  was  succeeded  by  two  blocs,  so¬ 
cialism  and  capitalism,  which  are  locked  in  a  sharp  struggle  covering 
every  sphere.  The  concept  of  security  and  the  approach  to  it  frorn  the 
military  standpoint  changed  as  the  need  for  the  security  of  individual 
countries  as  well  as  of  each  of  the  two  world  systems  came  to  the  fore. 

At  one  pole  stood  the  United  States  which  set  out  to  create  an  inter¬ 
national  political  situation  that  would  ensure  world  domination  of  this 
leading  capitalist  power.  To  this  end  it  began  the  intensive  build-up  of  its 
military  potential,  in  particular  in  the  nuclear  field.  Besides,  Washington 
proceeded  to  set  up  a  system  of  military  and  political  alliances  such  as 
would  guarantee  US  military  presencq  in  every  part  of  the  globe  under 
bilateral  and  multilateral  treaties  and  obligations  imposed  by  them.  That 
was  how  the  concept  of  “deterrence”  appeared,  acquiring  a  specific  con¬ 
tent. 
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The  Soviet  Union,  at  the  other  pole,  was  forced  to  adopt  counter-mea¬ 
sures  in  order  to  safeguard  its  own  security  and  the  security  of  its  so¬ 
cialist  community  partners.  The  chief  task  from  the  point  of  view  of  this 
security  was  not  only  to  achieve  and  keep  up  general  military  parity  with 
the  United  States  but  to  bring  about  parity  in  other  regions  with  due  re¬ 
gard  for  the  conditions  prevailing  there. 

Thus  one  side  mad.e  the  problem  of  military  parity,  closely  linked  with 
the  idea  of  equal  security,  central  to  its  policy  while  the  other  banked  on 
“deterrence**,  which  is  part  and  parcel  of  the  US  strategy  of  “contain¬ 
ment’*.  This  strategy  presents  the  Soviet  Union  as  the  chief  enemy  which 

must  be  held  in  constant  dread  of  the  disastrous  aftermath  of  the  use  of 
nuclear  weapons  against  it.  This  approach  was  generally  intended  to 
stress  the  “defensive**  nature  of  US  military  plans  whose  real  and  chief 
purpose  was  to  make  the  adversary  refrain  from  activities  restricting  the 
global  influence  of  the  United  States.  This,  for  its  part,  necessitated  a 
continuous  build-up  of  armaments  and  ever  greater  fighting  efficiency. 
One  of  the  arguments  in  support  of  this  policy  was  that  without  quantita¬ 
tively  and  qualitatively  adequate  “deterrents**,  a  collision  with  the  social¬ 
ist  countries  was  inevitable,  for  the  reason  why  the  enemy  did  not  use 
military  force  was  not  due  to  lack  of  aggressive  intentions  but  because  it 
w^as  contained  by  US  fighting  strength. 

Western  sources  estimated  that  by  the  early  1950s  the  Soviet  Union 
had  no  military  aircraft  with  a  range  large  enough  for  striking  a  crash- 
ing  blow  at  US  territory  arid  that  the  US  Air  Force  could  therefore  aim 
with  impunity  at  Soviet  installations.  In  response  to  the  provocative  US 
activity,  the  Soviet  Union  could  only  have  posed  a  direct  threat  to  West¬ 
ern  Europe. 

It  was  not  loiig,  however,  before  the  Soviet  Union  fielded  missiles 
which  thoroughly  altered  the  strategic  situation.  US  military  experts  had 
to  reckon  with  the  chances  of  the  Soviet  Union  endangering  certain  in¬ 
stallations  on  US  territory.  A  special  subcommittee  which  the  US  Nation¬ 
al  Security  Council  set  up  in  1952  to  ascertain  the  likelihood  and  pre¬ 
sumable  proportions  of  the  military  damage  threatening  the  United  States 
pointed  out  that  the  country*s  vulnerability  was  a  fact  and  that  an  atomic 
attack  would  be  an  unacceptable  hazard  for  the  American  people. 

And  so  the  original  model  of  “deterrence**  fell  apart,  and  “deterrence** 
based  on  a  second-strike  capability  came  to  the  fore.  The  new  version  im¬ 
plied  that  after  a  first  strike  the  receiving  side  would  retain  its  ability  to 
retaliate..  This  was  to  be  achieved  both  through  large-scale  arms  build-up 
and  by  setting  up  a  defence  system  under  which  the  population  and  the 
forces  assigned  to  deliver  a  second  strike  would  suffer  but  insignificant 
casualties.  It  was  on  these  lines  that  the  United  States  carried  on  its  main 
efforts  in  the  1960s.  But  US  strategists  soon  realiseo  that  neither  the 
binld-up  of  deterrents**  nor  the  deployment  of  an  anti-missile  defence 
system  served  the  goal  set  and  merely  led  to  an  endless  arms  race  and 
modernisation  of  offensive  weapons. 

.  became  evident  that  the  idea  of  making  “deterrence**  effective  by 
achieving  military  superiority  was  unrealistic,  since  every  attempt  to  this 
end  .naturally  prompted  the  other  side  to  counteract  it.  Nevertheless,  the 
search  for  ‘deterrents’*^  went  on.  The  loss  of  the  nuclear  advantage  and 
the  growing  vulnerability  of  the  United  States  presented  it  with  new  pro¬ 
blems,  for  this  shook  the  West  European  allies*  confidence  in  US  “guaran¬ 
tees  of  ‘extended  deterrence’*.  Moping  to  remedy  the  situation,  the  United 
States  forced  its  NATO  partners  to  adopt  the  concept  of  “flexible  respon¬ 
se  ,  thereby  shifting  the  emphasis  in  Europe  from  the  doctrine  of  “de- 

rrence  to  possible  use  of  nuclear  weapons  at  the  disposal  of  conventio- 
nal  troops  units.  But  even  this  was  no  solution  to  the  problem  of  defend¬ 
ing  Western  Europe  from  the  alleged  Soviet  threat,  since  the  use  of  US 
nuclear  weapons  was  still  hard  to  imagine,  at  least  as  long  as  there  was 
no  direct  threat  to  the  United  States  itself. 
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Mor  (lid  the  deployment  of  US  medium-range  missiles  in  Western 
Europe  solve  the  problem.  The  US  side  believes  that  these  weapons  pro¬ 
vide  confidence  in  US  ‘•nuclear  guarantees”,  in  the  certainty  of  US  action 
in  the  event  of  an  attack  on  Western  Europe.  However,  the  stationing  o 
liS  intermediate-range  nnclcar  missiles  on  West  European  soil 
lessen  doubts  about  the  effectiveness  of  "extended  deterrence  .  Indeed, 
many  in  Western  Europe  affirmed  that  the  deployment  of  these  weapons 
had  virtually  shifted  the  nuclear  hazard  to  Europe  by  the  will  ot  tne 

’  iiitod  States,  conjuring  up  the  spectre  of  possible  nuclear  war  only  on 
Uie  continent.  This  gave  rise  to  covert  and  in  some  cases  even  to  oveH 
contradictions  between  the  United  States- and  the  West  European  NATO 
c‘.;;:!ilries.  And  while  not  alt  of  them  were  due  to  political  causes,  they 
inevitably  affected  the  military  sphere. 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  call  atlerifion  to  two  facts.  One  of  them 
is  the  rise  of  obvious  differences  inside  NATO  over  certain  aspects  of  the 
US  position.  While  the  United  States  generally  attributes  changes  in  the 
(ievoloping  world  to  Soviet  attempts  to  “penetrate”  into  an  individual 
country,  West  European  states  often  timd  to  regard  these  changes  as  an 
objective  result  of  the  developiuent  o.  tlie  regioii.s  concerned.  The  other 
e(]i'ally  noteworthy  fact  is  disagioeuK  ui  over  W  est  European  security.  In¬ 
fluential  political  forces  in  We.stern  l.iiroju  consider  that  mmcasal  se¬ 
curity  sliOLild  be  based  not  only  on  \\  ■.’--lei'ii  defence  capiibilitv  but  oii 
a  system  of  treaties  with  the  Si'\ iet  I nioii  as  well  as  with  other  Warsaw' 
Treaty  countries. 

The  overall  result  is  that  the  US  "policy  of  aUiieving  .security  tliroiigli 
deterrence”  has  been  in  poi  in.uient  cri.'-is  evt  r  shtce  strategic  parity  was 
atta.ined.  Eurtlicrinoro,  tlie  use  of  tlie  factor  m  (ieti  rreucc  as  a  ciucstion- 
abie  basis  for  various  tlicories,  doihrine--  and  ineiiioilologics  has  seiiously 
injured  US  military  and  political  thoiiglil  hy  bringing  the  military  as¬ 
pects  of  the  problem  of  preserving  peace  to  tlie  fore.  As  a  consequence, 
the  US  took  a  hiiissod  view  of,  or  simply  ignored  the  .socialist  countries 
furidamental  ideas  arid  foreign  policy  moves  aimed  at  safegnai ding  se¬ 
em  ity. 

The  Soviet  Union  and  the  other  socialist  community  coimtiies  re¬ 
jected  the  US  concept  of  "delorronce”  from  the  oiit.-ret.  iWiiitiiry  and  politi- 
ciil  experts  in  socialist  countries  pointed  out  that  deteiieiuc  h<id  a  vii 
tiiidly  destabilising  effect  on  the  military  balance  of  forces. 

In  light  of  the  US  build-up  of  military  miglil,  the  socialist  countries’ 
re.-ponsc^  was  pci  fcctly  logic;il:  they  strengthened  their  defeiiees  and  in¬ 
creased  their  military  potcrilia!  to  the  requisite  proportions.  The  military- 
strategic  pcJrity  brought  about  by  the  socialist  conuiuiniy,  primal  ily  the 
Soviet  Unioii,  through  tremendous  efforts  benefited  the  international  si¬ 
tuation.  It  made  possible  the  pursuit  of  a  policy  of  detente  and  paved  the 
way  for  talks  on  lowering  the  level  of  military  coiifioiilatiori.  Tins  means 
that  while  Western  politicians,  relying  on  “deterrence”,  tried  to  achieve 
“security”  by  military  means,  the  socialist  connlrics  songTil  solutions 
above  all  on  the  basis  of  political  guarantees  witness  is  their  construc¬ 
tive  proposals  for  renouncing  the  use  of  force,  for  peacefully  settling 
disputes,  and  refraining  from  interference  in  the  affairs  of  other  countries 
and  cutting  military  spending. 

The  parity  achieved  in  the  military  spliere  posed  new  questions.  In 
sjiite  of  icreconcilahle  ideological  and  .social  pi  iiiciplc>.,  coimlrics  with 
different  social  systems  rimst  work  together  to  ease  teiisi(.)ns,  carry  on  a 
dialogue,  build  niutual  confidence  and  extend  coopciiition.  Besides,  a  se¬ 
curity  policy  based  on  military  parity  poses  a  number  of  specific  pro- 
blein.s.  The  quantitative  indicators  of  military  parity  may  create  a  situa¬ 
tion  in  which  figures  or  other  concrete  quantities  have  a  diffciiiig  impact. 
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Ihis  means  that  any  discrepancy  between  them  may  be  taken  as  “supe¬ 
riority”  or  a  “lag”,  which  can  easily  provoke  an  escalation  of  the  arms 
race  in  accordance  with  the  traditional  military-political  rnode  of  think¬ 
ing  as  in  the  case  of  “deterrence  .  What  contributed  to  the  creation  of 
such  a  situation  was  also  the  fact  that  the  outwardly  cogent  ar^ment> 
of  military  experts  based  on  calculations  often  had  a  stronger  effect  on 
docision-niaking  than  the  abstract  categories  of  quality  or  intricate  geog¬ 
raphical,  economic,  scientific,  technological  and  occasionally  even  psycho¬ 
logical  elements  of  security  capable  of  moderating  the  shortcomings  of  a 
quantitative  “imbalance”. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  definition  of  mi¬ 
litary  equilibrium  or  the  “superiority”  and  “lag”  involved,  primarily  in 
strategic  armaments,  may  easily  clash  with  the  concept  of  “adequate 
security”,  since  \\uth  the  present  level  of  armaments  the  difference  (in 
delivery  vehicles  or  warheads)  is  immaterial.  After  all,  both  sides  pos¬ 
sess  a  more  than  adequate  destructive  capability,  and  a  further  increase 
in  it  cannot  bring  them  any  substantial  advantages.  Therefore,  while  a 
new  weapon  can  nominally  increase  offensive  strength,  the  overall  effect 
cannot  really  be  changed  any  longer.  The  advantages  that  are  thus  gained 
cannot  have  any  effect  on  the  military  balance  as  a  whole  or  on  destructi¬ 
ve  power,  and  hence  cannot  increase  the  chances  of  survival. 

The  socialist  countries*  efforts  are  aimed  at  achieving  military  security 
by  lowering  armaments  level  to  the  minimum  as  well  as  at  preventing  the 
oilier  side  from  stepping  up  the  arms  race.  This  is  not  to  say  that  the 
socialist  countries  are  against  maintaining  strategic  parity.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  they  consider  it  a  component  of  security. 

Developments  over  the  past  decades  and  today’s  realities  have  made 
the  socialist  countries  more  confident  than  ever  of  the  need  to  revise 
seemingly  unshakable  truths  of  earlier  centuries.  The  Romans’  motto  “If 
you  wish  peace,  prepare  for  war”  is  hopelessly  obsolete.  In  our  age,  the 
use  of  existing  weapons,  let  alone  new  and  more  sophisticated  ones,  would 
inevitably  result  in  a  global  catastrophe.  It  is  necessary  to  jettison  a  mode 
of  thinking  and  action  based  on  the  ccnturics-long  idea  that  wars  and 
armed  conflicts  are  acceptable  and  permissible. 

In' these  conditions  security  cannot  be  built  endlessly  on  fear  of  re¬ 
taliation,  that  is,  on  the  doctrines  of  “conlaiiiinent’’  or  “deterrence”,  as 
Mikhail  Gorbachev  pointed  out  in  the  Political  Report  of  the  CPSU 
Central  Committee  to  the  27th  Party  Congress.  The  situation  is  becoming 
even  more  absurd  and  amoral  with  the  world  made  a  nuclear  hostage. 
Doctrines  fraught  with  this  danger  spur  on  the  arms  race,  which  is  bound 
to  get  out  of  hand  sooner  or  later.  All  this  suggests  the  need  to  substan¬ 
tially  lower  the  level  of  military  confrontation.  What  can  guarantee  se¬ 
curity  today  is  the  lowest  possible  level  of  armaments  rulings  put  all 
nuclear  weapons  and  other  means  of  mass  destruction. 

In  the  present  situation,  cooperation  among  all  countries  is  the  only 
basis  for  equal  and  reciprocal  security.  It  is  the  only  way  to  provide 
objective  conditions  enabling  the  struggle  between  capitalism  and  social¬ 
ism  to  go  on  exclusively  in  the  form  of  peaceful  competition  and  coopera¬ 
tion. 
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Confidence-Building  Measures 


Moscow  INTERNATIONAL  AFFAIRS  in  English  No  2,  1987  pp  27-31 

[Article  by  Helga  Schirmeister] 

[Text]  ^  when  there  is  no  realistic  and  acceptable  alternative  to 

peaceful  coexistence  of  states  with  different  social  systems,  it  is  particular¬ 
ly  important  to  create  and  build  up  an  aimospherc  of  confidence  between 

nations.  But  due  to  distinctions  between  capitalist  and  socialist  countries, 
such  an  atmosphere  cannot  develop  automatically;  considerable  efforts  are 
required  to  bring  it  about. 

In  the  nuclear  missile  age,  it  would  be  hard  to  overrate  the  importan¬ 
ce  of  achieving  a  climate  of  confidence  to  prevent  armed  conFliets  of  any 
kind.  Hence  the  need  to  preserve  the  positive  factors  already  o[)erating  in 
Bast-West  relations.  This  valuable  confidc'iice  includes  experit'uce  gain*'!- 
both  at  general  European  level  and  in  bilateral  relations  between  the  So¬ 
viet  Union,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  United  States  and  tlu'  rest  of 
Western  nuclear  powers,  on  tlic  other. 

The  confidence-  and  sccMrity-biiilding  measures  specified  in  Stockholm 
are  a  new  element  in  additicai  to  the  existing  instruments  of  strengthen¬ 
ing  confidence,  that  is,  the  relevant  pri)vision^  of  the  Helsinki  tnnal  Ac; 
and  the  measures  to  reduce  tlie  war  danger  agreed  by  the  Soviet  Union 
and  the  United  Staler.  What  the  Soviet  Union  and  other  socialist  conn 
tries  proposed  as  far  back  as  1958  an  agreement  on  preventing  a  sur 
prise  attack  by  working  onl  apiuopriatc  couFidcnce-building  measures 
seems  feasible  today,  and  Stockholm  is  an  important  step  in  tfiis  di¬ 
rection. 

The  Stockh.olrn  doemnent  is  tire  first  accord  on  military  and  political 
security  between  socialist  and  ea[)italist  countiies  since  the  signing  of 
SALT-2  (1979).  It  comprises  all  the  WTO  and  NATO  countries  plus 
neutral  and  non-aligned  countries  of  Fiiro{)c, 

The  appreciable  results  achieved  in  Stockholm  are  also  an  important 
step  forward  in  the  F'Tiropean  process.  This  agreement,  a  fririt  of  tire  con¬ 
sensus  Teached  by  the  35  participants  in  the  CSCt’,  is  evid('nce  of  the 
vitality  and  efficiency  of  tiu.  European  treaty  mechanism  based  on  the 
Helsinki  Final  Act.  Now  that  the  relations  betwee  ■.  socialist  and  capital¬ 
ist  countries,  like  the  whole  inter  national  siluatiou,  arc  burdened  W'ith 
distrust  and  tension,  it  is  i)ariicula!  ly  obvious  that  the  issue  of  confidence 
between  nations  is  not  an  abstract  marginal  problem  of  their  relations 
but  an  indispensable  condition  for  easing  inte» national  tensions.  In  the 
interdc[)cnderi[  world  of  the  nuclear  age  military  strength  carniot  at  all 
be  used  as  a  lawful  political  moans  To  find  political  solutions  to  the 
•challenging  problems  of  the  contempoiary  world,  count! ies  with  different 
social  systems,  world-views  and  idc'ologies  need  to  trust  one  another,  for' 
this  is  what  makes  negotiations  ba.setl  on  eciuality  and  rec{j)rocity  pos 
sible.  Today  the  I'.ast  and  West  ‘‘are  objectively  linked  with  each  other  in 
a  security  partnership  whether  they  like  it  or  nor\  to  quote  Yivich  Ho- 
necker,  General  Secretary  of  the  CC  Sid),  Chairman  of  the  Council  of 
State,  GDR.  Since  this  partnership  presupi)oses  a  minimum  of  confidem‘c, 
it  should  be  evident  that  every  joint  solution  of  probiems  and  grovviirg 
cooperation  between  states  contribute'  most  effectively  to  the  creation  of 
new  elements  of  coir  fide  nee.  Its  growth  requiiL'^;  the  negotiating  partnL:r>’‘ 
readiness,  proved  in  practice,  to  make  serious  miitnrdly  acceptable  deed- 
sions  meeting  the  principle  of  equality  and  e([iial  security,  which  irnplie:- 
renunciation  of  ultimatums,  a  desire  to  reach  reasoriable  compromises, 
and  compliance  with  the  agreements  concluded. 
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Such  political  tliiukiiu(  urid  practice  meet  present-day  exigencies  and 
help  create  the  requisite  climate  of  cofifidence  between  nations,  makirig 
possible  political  soIut{(H!s  to  pressing  prohleins  of  humanity.  The  mo'.c 
fruitful  talks  on  security  pfoblerns  are,  the  ruoie  tangibly  they  contribute- 
to  the  spirit  of  confidence  in  every  sphere  of  state-to-state  relations.  This 
is  why  the  significance  of  the  results  achieved  at  the  representative 
Stockholm  meeting  goes  far  beyond  that  of  the  very  sidq'eet  of  these  talks. 

Problems  of  international  security  in  the  military  political  sphere  art' 
the  most  sensitive  aspect  of  international  relations.  In  the  present  situa¬ 
tion,  characterised  by  a  dangerously  high  level  of  military  confrontation 
in  both  nuclear  and  conventional  ai inriinc’nt?.  it  is  ch  ar  that  the  riecessar'. 
eldiaents  of  confidence  between  naticuis  can  be  bjoh;:-l!t  -nd  built  wy- 

only  through  a  long  and  complex  process.  The  use  of  eveiy  -.  i'pnrtuiiily 
to  riaiiicc  distrust  and  increase  inulnal  UinUrsnuitliiig  and  stability  in 
international  relations,  especially  in  the  niiiiiary  and  })o]itical  areas,  dc- 
jKTuis  tlrerefc^re  on  every  country's  sense  of  i)r)]itlcal  i esj>onsibi]ity.  This 
calls  for  icslraiiit  with  legard  to  niiiiiary  ccjiiimnlaiion  for  unilateral 
stcjis  c xpre.*- sing  a  political  resolve  to  decjcase  the  war  danger,  reduce  the 
liK<dilj(?od  of  one's  be!iavic>iir  being  inisintei  ju  i-i(‘d  ].)y  t]ie  other  side  and 
help  negotiate  arms  limitation  and  disarniaineiit.  Tliereforc  the  Warsaw 
Funity  countries,  whose  military  dc)ctrirjc  is  stiictly  defensive,  ns  tlicv 
statc'd  again  in  their  Ihadapest  ajipeal  of  June  11,  lfl8G,  arc  guided  by  re¬ 
straint  in  the  military  sjiherc;  Inkiiig  unilateral  ('onfidencc-building  steps, 
the)'  invariably  stress  their  willingness  for  and  iiitcjest  in  aj)j)rr)pri.atc 
nirasurcs  on  a  rc‘cii)iocal  basis. 

I  he  grajdiic  example  of  the  point  is  ilie  Soviet  Union's  unilaleral 
inoratoriinn  on  nuclear  weapon  tests,  whose  explicit  political  aim  is  to 
stop  a  further  “perfecting”  of  this  dangerous  weapon,  prevent  thU^exTerU 
sion  of  the  arms  race  to  outer  space  and  clear  tlic  decks  for  abolishing 
all  nuclear  weapons,  as  Mikhail  Gorbachev  proposed  in  his  statement  on 
January  15,  1986.  The  inoratoriuin  is  one  instance  of  the  socialist  com¬ 
munity  countries'  general  jiolicy  of  piuinoting  secuiity,  stability  and  con¬ 
fidence  between  nations  wliich  also  finds  exprc’ssiun  in  otlicr  unilateral 
steps.  There  is,  for  instance,  the  unilaieral  coniiniiment  not  to  use  nuclear 
weapons  first  made  by  the  Soviet  Union  at  the  Si'cond  Special  Session  of 
the  UN  General  Asstmibly,  as  well  as  the  coiiiinitinent  of  the  Warsaw 
Treaty  countries,  con  finned  in  tlieir  Tm  da  pest  ajipeal,  not  to  carry  on 
military  operations  against  anotlicr  slate  eillier  in  1  hi  rope  or  in  any  oilier 
j  c'gion  of  the  world  niiless  the  W  TO  count)  ies  tliemsclvcs  are  attacked. 
Aiid  lastly,  the  fact  that  llie  Waisaw  Treaty  countiies  have  for  years  ref¬ 
rained  from  liulding  major  military  exercises  near  the  frontiers  of  neigh¬ 
bouring  counlric's  is  a  contribution  to  conriflence-lMiilding  tliat  is  of  s'pccial 
importance  in  the  lamtext  under  discussion.  The  significimcc  of  these  uni¬ 
lateral  measures  for  fostering  Die  spirit  of  (‘onfidence  is  obvious,  llow- 
ever,  it  is  also  clear  that  Die  cause  of  scemrity  and  confidence  does  not 
depend  on  one  side  only  but  lequircs  approjiriatc  steps  by  other  countries, 
primarfly  the  L'liited  Stales  and  its  militarily  most  powerful  NATO  allies. 

The  difficult  Stockholm  negotiations,  wliich  took  more  than  two  and 
a  half  years,  juodueed  an  iiupuitaiil  lesult.  The  states  which  sign(‘d  the 
final  document  lecognised  the  decisive  chaiaclcT  of  Die  principle  of  re¬ 
nouncing  the  use  of  military  force  in  iniei national  relations,  a  fact  which 
laid  political  foundations  for  a  new  stage  in  the  elaboration  of  confidmice- 
and  security-building  measures  in  the  military  and  political  spheres  that 
will  prevent  misunderstanding  and  misinterpretnlitin  of  the  military  acti¬ 
vities  of  the  sides  and  hence  stave  off  armed  conflicts.  Reciprocal  conces¬ 
sions  at  the  negoti^^ting  table  yielded  a  positive  result:  the  participants 
worJu'd  out  a  set  of  mcuisures  fur  prior  notification  and  insiiection  of 
major  military  cxceicises,  including  transfers  or  displacements  of  lai'ge 
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lorces  such  as  may  cause  particular  concern  and  have  destabilising  conse¬ 
quences,  The  Stockholm  accords  are  a  first  step  which  should  be  followed 
by  others  with  a  view  to  building  confidence  and  stability  in  Europe. 

the  Stockholm  agreement,  Mikhail  Gorbachev  has  said,  contains  shoots 
of  new  thinking  in  world  politics  that  are  sprouting  on  European  soil. 
Stockholm  has  proved  that  even  in  a  complicated  situation  agreernent  can 
be  reached  on  security  matters  given  political  will  and  desire.  This  mani¬ 
festation  of  new  political  thinking  can  also  end  the  deadlock  in  the  solu¬ 
tion  of  the  chief  problem,  stopping  the  arms  race  and  subsequent  disar¬ 
mament.  The  Stockholm  Conference  paved  the  way  for  all  the  35  coun¬ 
tries  to  move  to  discussing  these  problems  in  conformity  with  the  Madrid 
mandate  of  the  CSCE.  The  proposal  for  reducing  armed  forces  and  con¬ 
ventional  armaments  in  Europe  contained  in  the  Budapest  appeal  of  the 
Warsaw  Treaty  countries  is  a  specific,  far-reaching,  long-range  program¬ 
me  whose  realisation  would  go  a  long  way  towards  lowering  the  level  of 
military  confrontation  in  Europe.  If  the  approach  to  security  problems 
which  enabled  Stockholm  to  achieve  real  results  is  kept  up,  meaningful 
progress  can  be  made  in  this  sphere  as  well. 

The  Stockholm  accords  raised  hopes  for  progress  on  key  problems  of 
disarmament  and  prevention  of  the  extension  of  the  arms  race  to  space. 
From  this  point  of  view,  the  Conference  and  the  political  will  expressed 
at  it  by  the  35  participating  countries  are  factors  helping  create  a  climate 
of  confidence  that  can  make  progress  towards  solving  these  problems 
easier.  The  states  on  which  the  results  of  relevant  talks  depend  in  the 
first  place  contributed  their  share  to  the  fruitful  outcome  of  the  Stockholm 
Conference,  and  as  for  the  Soviet  Union,  its  specific  proposals  played  a 
decisive  role  in  the  triumph  at  the  Conference  of  new  political  thinking, 
which  should  also  prevail  in  respect  of  problems  of  nuclear  disarmament. 

The  new  confidence-  and  security-building  measures  agreed  on  in 
Stockholm  and  due  to  come  into  force  as  of  January  1,  1987  must  pass 
the  test  of  state-to-statc  relations.  With  due  regard  to  the  requirements  of 
today,  the  socialist  community  countries  are  weighing  the  possibility  of 
perfecting  this  relatively  new  instrument  of  international  relations.  The 
Budapest  Appeal  of  the  WTO  states  provides  for  several  lines  of  action 
to  strengthen  security  and  the  spirit  of  confidence  in  Europe.  They  may  be 
listed  as  follows: 

Continuing  the  elaboration  of  norms,  rules  and  political  obligations 
concerning  peaceful,  non-aggressive  and  non-provocative  behaviour  in  the 
military  and  political  spheres.  It  is  a  question  of  formalising  in  terms  of 
international  law  the  renunciation  of  military  force  in  any  form  and  the 
pledge  of  non-aggression.  An  important  step  in  this  direction  could  be 
taken  through  agreed  reciprocal  renunciation  of  first-use  of  both  nuclear 
and  conventional  arms.  Also  very  important  in  the  same  sense  woLild  be 
the  dialogue  on  the  true  content  and  trends  of  the  two  blocs’  military 
doctrines  between  the  Warsaw  Treaty  countries  and  NATO. 

Agreeing  on  the  substantial  limitation  of  military  activity  likely  to 
have  destabilising  effects  and  cause  particular  concern,  as  well  as  res¬ 
tricting  the  zones  where  it  is  carried  on.  Such  measures  could  play  the 
role  of  definite  guarantees  of  removing  the  threat  of  armed  conflicts  by 
limiting  the  nature  c^nd  scope  of  military  exercises  as  well  as  by  reducing 
the  military  activity  of  both  alliances.  To  the  same  end,  the  countries  con¬ 
cerned  could  agree  on  measures  for  the  reciprocal  self-Iiniifatidti  of  the 
activities  of  the  tw  blocs — from  reducing  troop  concentrations  along  the 
line  dividing  the  WTO  and  NATO  countries  to  establishing  zones  free 
from  nuclear  and  chemical  weapons,  that  is,  measures  relating  to  diverse 
regions  of  the  European  continent  and  resolutely  supported  by  the  social¬ 
ist  countries  as  well  as  by  many  other  countries  of  Europe.  To  be  sure, 
such  zones  would  likewise  necessitate  appropriate  effective  guarantees, 
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and  the  Soviet  Union  has  therefore  signified  its  readiness  to  undertake 
obligations  on  these  eventual  riuclear-free  zones. 

To  avoid  misinterpretatirais  of  niililary  activity,  the  negotiating  parties 
could  also  cuuie  to  terms  oti  steps  to  excliaiigt'  information  as  well  as  to 
verify  compliance  with  confidence  measures. 

A  further  idea  worth  considering  is  initial  ste[)s  towards  setting  up  a 
iiiui tilateral  European  consultative  commissiofi  that  would  concern  itself 
willi  an  exchange  of  relevant  iriformatiori  and  the  ins[)ection  of  military 
a<'Mvities  and,  on  the  basis  of  accpiired  expr-rieiice,  with  other  tasks  of 
pniilical  dialogue  on  security  and  reduction  of  ttu‘  threat  of  conflicts. 


(liven  appropriate  actions  muiMi,  'h-MMiji..  ..  ...ji;, 

.ind  political  spheres  cciid  lu  cume  an  elKeiiw  i n'l  w',, 
n>-r  ,1,0  threat  of  a  Miijiri'c  ailark  .::;h)  ]„ .  x  ..ntine  !!,(  ui  .a.Mliicls 

due  to  mismte/in-eialKin  of  the  inle,ii,ons  of  fhe  ofhei  -idi  well  as 

ununenr'  '  i" li.uifMion  and  disar- 

Snniminf^  np,  I  would  like  fo  slrc-s  ■■  ■  ..onfolonee  as  a  reqniM'fe  for 
mhu  national  soeunty  should  he  as  ecuni.-  -ive  as  seonritv  it- Hf'  Hence 
It  IS  only  nynt  lo  expect  g, eater  eonihi.,  .  in  ll,e  niiliiarv  and  poliliral 
sp,i(.ies  to  piovnie  new  nieentives  to  eoi;,  Mhiialiiig  M'onritv  and  develop¬ 
ing  inultiform  cooperation  in  otlier  areas  of  st afc-lo-state-  relations  Jn- 
ereasmgly  close  eoopeiafu.n  will  add  to  the  iiiij-oriance  of  inaetical  stops 

'""^/''’‘’lu'iat  ion  in  every  sphere  of  internalional  rela¬ 
tions.  With  this  ccineeption  of  things,  any  pjogiess  in  fhe  Fnropean 
pro<.Ha.-.s  wil  euiitribnfe  ni.lably  to  niore  diiralde  jieaee  and  .see  irify 
tlnoughout  the  planet.  'uioy 


Prob-lems  of  European  Security 

Moscow  INTEEINATIONAL  AFFAIRS  in  English  No  2,  1987  pp  54-56 
[Article  by  Yevgeni  Silin] 


[Excerpts]  1  Lately  the  close  cormeetion  between  the  European  line  of  the  socialist 
fcommunity  countries’  peaceful  foreign  policy  and  the  struggle  for  peace 
at  the  universal  level  is  beeonniig  inore  and  more  dear.  It  reflects  both 

nmiJ^t  '  H  nianner  in  vvliioh  they  are 

projeeted  m  the  attitudes  of  contending  and  interacting  international  for- 
CCS  and  in  public  scrihfficnt. 

A  incclnmical  ap])!  cation  of  flic  lessons  of  the  slnu'>r]c  for  ruronean 

Can  L  a  k'-;:;:'''*’”,"  i"  Asia  or 'S™  1l,e  wkdk 

r  ’  adjoining  Europe,  would  certainly  be  wrontr  At  the 

same  finic,  given  goodwill  on  the  part  of  the  parties  eonce  ned  "the  sire 
lions  but  generally  positive  evolnticn,  of  the  E.ncipean  pV  ees  a>n  1  s^^c 

;Eaa, Aa,,,, .\;,.,r;;r 

ses  ‘hs’nw'r/  i"  with  varp'ng  success,”  Mikhail  Goibaehev  stres- 

•  cs,  l^  the  lULsinki  process  of  dialogne,  talks  and  agi  eeiiients  This  nifwi- 

foMhe^A?Em  aiid^p'”-?'’  P'ohability  of  armed  eonfliets.”  As 

anv  M.-m  .1  ^  "0  such  dialogue  there  or  hardiv 

ill  \he  re<Eon  ’\s''a"v- 1  n  "  Staining  dai'igeious  rnoinenlum 

ll-v  framework  of  tliiVEuropeaii  defence  ailiance“lf  o^rToum 

^  negotiating,  for  instance,  the  dismantling  of  both  US  and 
SoMcf  medium-range  mis.silcs  in  Europe,  it  means  p, cxiSly  Iheir  Lrap 
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ping,  including  that  of  the  SS-20  missiles  deployed  in  the  European  70 ne 
and  not  their  transfer  to  Asia  or  any  other  area,  as  opponents  of  a  reduc 
tion  of  rivalry  in  nuclear  missiles  allege.  ,  „  • 

This  allitude  held  by  the  Soviet  Union  no  ffoi'hl  mee  s 
both  European  and  Asian  countries.  By  contras  ,  US  ° 

NATO’s  “jurisdiction”  to  the  whole  world,  including  Asia  and  the  Pac  1  , 
are  plainly  at  variance  with  the  security  interests  of  the  peoples  ol  both 
this  region  and  the  rest  of  the  world.  :  r»  c 

The  Soviet  Union  advocates  cooperation  in  the  Asian  and  Pacific  re- 
Bio’  A  goal  p7lo, ward  in  Vladivostok  tl.ongl,  not  lor  tha  "af'  1“'“;^= 
was'that  of  convening  a  Helsinki-type  Pacific  conference  of  all  ti  e  coun¬ 
tries  gravitating  towards  this  ocean,  with  Hiroshima  as  one  of  the  pos¬ 
sible  ?^ru.i  This  new  constructive  proposal  met  with  a  wide  and  avom 
rabic  public,  response  in  Asian  and  Pacific  countries  and  throughout  the 

Just  as  consistently  and  thorouglily  our  country  is  elaborating  its 
approach  to  the  question  of  turning  the  ^\editcrranea^  into  a  zone  of  fast 
irlg  peace  This  matter  is  highly  im|iortant  to  the  peoples  of  Eiiropt,  Afri- 
ca^and  the  Middle  'East  alike.  The  achievement  of  this  goal  would  unques¬ 
tionably  be  expedited  b>  realisation  of  the  Soviet  P'opo^al  for  withdraw- 
ina  US^and  Soviet  nuclear-capable  ships  from  the  Mediterranean  on  ^  •'e 
clLcal  balirarid  as  r,  rr.brv-radlcal  mcasrrr,..  lor  Iho  corr.plolc  wrihdra 

wal  of  the  US  and  Soviet  war  fletHs  from  that  area^  MpHiterranc-in  na- 

The  record  of  the  Helsinki  process  could  serve  all  ^^c«itcrianean  i^a 
lions  If  the  countries  concerned  accepted  the  proposa  s  set  out  in  a  letter 
from  Soviet  Foreign  Minister  Eduard  Slievardnadze  to^UN  Secietary-G  - 

ncral  Javier  Peref  dc  Cuellar.  The  letter,  \,7h^CSC^ The 

the  convening  of  a  Mediterranean  conference  analogous  to  the  CSCP,.  no 
conference  could  involve  not  only  all  Mcditerratiean  coimli  ics  and  coi 
tulJ^radToining  the  area  but  the  United  States  afid  other  interes  ed  coun¬ 
tries.  l/could  come  to  terms  on  working  out  recommenda.ions  for  estab 
Ii<;liin0  a  peace  and  security  regime  for  the  Mediterranean. 

The  problem  of  security  and  cooperation  in  the 
cussed  specially  at  the  CSCE,  the  Madrid  follow  up  me'ctnig  and  olhu 
fomms  held  as  part  of  the  Helsinki  process,  't  he  nevv 
concerning  the  Mediterranean,  if  accepted,  would  meet  the  desire  o', 
norEuropean  countries  of  the  region  to  see  the  princip  ,es  and  accotds 
which  should  govern  relations  between  the  signatories  to  the  Helsinkji^ 
Final  Act  extended  to  them.  ““ 
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RELATED  ISSUES 


USSR  COVERAGE  OF  UN  ASIA-PACIFIC  DISARMAMENT  PARLEY 

Speakers  Cited 

PM251301  Moscow  IZVESTIYA  in  Russian  25  Mar  87  Morning  Edition  p  4 
[TASS  report:  "UN  Regional  Conference"] 

[Text]  Beijing,  24  Mar—  The  participants  in  the  14th  UN  regional  conference 
which  has  opened  here  within  the  frajfiework  of  the  world  campaign  for 
disarmament  for  the  Asian  and  Pacific  countries  are  discussing  topical 
problems  of  disarmament  and  international  security.  Representatives 
of  16  countries  of  the  Asian  and  Pacific  region,  including  the  Soviet  Union 
and  the  United  States,  are  taking  part  in  the  work  of  the  forum,  which  is 
being  held  in  the  PRC  capital  for  the  first  time.  For  5  days  there  will 
be  an  exchange  of  opinions  on  questions  of  disarmament  and  the  safeguarding 
of  security  and  the  search  for  ways  of  halting  the  arms  race  and  easing  ; 
tension. 

Wan  Li,  member  of  the  CPC  Central  Committee  Politburo  and  deputy  premier 
of  the  PRC  State  Council,  who  spoke  at  the  opening  ceremony,  said  that 
the  escalation  of  the  arms  race  and  its  spread  to  space  not  only  swallow 
up  enormous  resources  but  also  seriously  threaten  International  peace  and 
security.  Touching  on  the  Soviet-U.S.  disarmament  talks,  he  noted: 

We  sincerely  hope,  that  the  USSR  and  the  United  States  will  conduct  talks 
in  a  businesslike  manner  and  reach  as  soon  as  possible  a  disarmament 
agreement  which  would  favor  the  relaxation  of  tension  and  would  not  harm 
the  interests  of  other  countries.  The  PRC  opposes  the  arms  race  in  any 
form  and  advocates  a  total  ban  on  and  the  definitive  destruction  of  nuclear, 
space,  biological,  and  chemical  weapons  and  a  substantial  reduction  of 
conventional  armaments. 

Wan  Li  recalled  the  PRC*s  undertaking  never  and  in  no  circumstances 
to  make  first  use  of  nuclear  weapons  or  carry  out  nuclear  tests  in  the 
atmosphere. 

V.F.  Petrovskiy,  USSR  deputy  foreign  minister,  who  spoke  at  the  conference, 
said:  Reykjavik  convinced  us  still  further  that  in  the  nuclear  and 
space  era  security  must  be  ensured  not  by  military-technical  but  by  political 
means.  Th&  Soviet  proposal  on  medium-range  missiles  is  a  step  of 
exceptional  importance  aimed  at  reducing  military  confrontation  in  both 
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Europe  and  Asia.  Resolutely  advocating  the  elimination  of  nuclear 
weapons,  the  Soviet  Union  also  puts  forward  a  program  for  the  reduction  o 
conventional  armaments  and  the  establishment  of  equilibrium  at  a  level  of 
rational  sufficiency. 

Touching  on  the  Asian  aspect  of  the  disarmament  process,  the  Soviet 
spokesman  pointed  in  particular  to  elements  which  put  the  Internationa 
public  on  its  guard  -  the  buildup  of  U.S.  nuclear  arsenals  in  the  region, 
plans  to  create  a  Washington-Tokyo-Seoul  triangle  and  to  turn  Micronesia 
into  a  major  U.S.  strategic  base,  and  attempts  jointly  to  create  nuclear 
weapons  in  the  Tel  Aviv-Pretoria-Taipei  triangle.  A  path  to  the  creation 
of  a  system  of  reliable  security  in  Asia  is  opened  up  by  the  proposals 
put  forward  by  M.S.  Gorbachev,  general  secretary  of  the  CPSU  Central 
Committee,  in  his  speech  in  Vladivostok  which  provide  for  a  wide  selection 
of  measures  to  limit  and  reduce  armaments  and  build  confidence  in  this 
vast  region. 

Swedish  representative  Maj -Britt  Theorin  noted  the  inadmissibility  of 
the  extension  of  the  arms  race  into  space.  Touching  on  problems  o 
banning  nuclear  tests,  she  stressed  that  the  Soviet  moratorium  was  a 
positive  step  in  this  field  and  expressed  regret  that  the  United  States 
is  insisting  on  continuing  nuclear  tests. 

In  his  speech,  (Linn  Khans en) ,  acting  head  of  the  U.S.  delegation  at 
the  disarmament  conference,  tried  to  justify  the  United  States  buildup 
of  nuclear  armaments  by  citing  the  need  for  'nuclear  deterrence. 

Issues.  Under  Discussion 

PM011430  Moscow  IZVESTIYA  in  Russian  31  Mar  87  Morning  Edition  p  5 

[Own  correspondent  Yu.  Savenkov  report:  "Dialogues  on  Peace  in  the  Yanxiang 
Hotel"] 

fExcerntsl  Beii  ing~"A  proposal  was  put  forward  to  hold  a  conference 

s^curuy  i/asL  and  the  Pacific  under  UN  auspices,  which  would 
discuss  all  aspects  of  the  region's  security,  including  the  reduction  of 
armed  forces  and  nuclear  weapons,  the  security  of  sea  routes,  ® 
limitation  of  naval  fleets,  the  elimination ^of  foreign  bases,  and  the 
creation  of  confidence-building  measures... 

That  is  just  a  line  from  the  chronicles  of  the  5  days  of  heated  discussion, 
thoughts,  comparisons,  excursions  into  the  past,  and  predictions  about  the 
future  of  the  Asian  and  Pacific  region  which  were  heard  in  Beij  mg  s  Yanxiang 
Hotel  The  14th  UN  regional  conference  within  the  framework  of  the  wor 
esupaign  for  disarmameut  for  the  countries  of  Asia  and  the  Pacific  was  taking 
place.  Representatives  of  public,  trade  union,  religious,  and  government 
organizations  and  the  press  from  some  20  countries  were  present,  and 
prominent  diplomats,  scientists,  and  experts  on  various  problems  of 
international  relations  and  disarmament  had  been  invited. 
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A  dialogue  was  in  progress  on  the  role  of  this  region  in  world  politics 
and  economics.  The  future  of  the  world  will  depend  largely  on  how  events 
develop  here.  It  is  nearly  half  the  globe.  Asia  accounts  for  more  than  two- 
thirds  of  mankind.  Peace  is  indivisible.  M. S.  Gorbachev  noted  in 
Vladivostok:  Complications  and  conflicts  in  one  region  of  the  world 
are  inevitably  transmitted  to  other  regions  by.  a  chain  reaction.  In 
Europe  —  for  better  or  for  worse  —  a  coordinated  machinery  for  dialogue 
exists.  In  Asia  there  is  none.  How  can  this  vast  region  be  incorporated 
into  the  system  of  universal  international  security?  This  was  discussed 
at  the  Beijing  forum.  Experts  note  that  this  was  the  first  time  a 
dialogue  on  such  a  scale  had  taken  place.  The  participants  were  seeking 
opportunities  to  erect  barriers  in  the  path  of  the  arms  race,  above  all 
the  nuclear  arms  race..  A  large-scale  buildup  of  military-strategic 
facilities  (above  all  American)  is  taking  place  here.  The  participants 
spoke  of  the  common  destiny  which  binds  the  peoples  of  the  continent, 
which  has  awoken  to  a  new  life  in  the  20th  century. 

Nuclear  weapons  were  used  for  the  first  time  in  Asia.  The  tragedy  of 
Hiroshima  and  Nagasaki...  The  auditorium  was  silent  when  (M.  Kobuti), 
Japanese  parliamentary  deputy  for  Nagasaki  and  a  survivor  of  the  atom  bomb, 
came  to  the  microphone.  He  survived  by  chance.  To  this  day  he  remembers 
carrying  out  the  bodies  of  the  dead  and  he  can  still  hear  the  moans  of  those 
injured  by  the  explosion.  "In  the  name  of  reason,  let  us  stop  the  madness. 
There  are  two  atom  bombs  on  mankind's  memory.  Let  a  third  never  explode." 
After  these  words,  the  hall  erupted...  People  spoke  of  how  there  are 
hundreds  of  foreign  bases  in  the  region  and  troops  on  other  countries’ 
territories,  how  nuclear  weapon  tests  are  carried  out. 

American  representative  L.  Hansen  tried  to  instill  into  the  participants 
the  idea  that  it  is  possible  to  live  with  nuclear  weapons,  they  are  simply 
necessary  for  "nuclear  deterrence."  The  participants  replied  that  the 
"doctrine  of  deterrence"  is  immoral  and  dangerous.  Things  did  not  go  at  all 
easily  for  L.  Hansen.  Why  does  the  United  States  not  pledge  not  to  be  the 
first  to  use  nuclear  weapons,  as  the  USSR  and  China  have  long  since  done? 

Why  does  the  American  government  not  support  the  idea  of  nuclear-free  zones? 

At  the  same  time  the  idea  of  zones  free  from  nuclear  weapons  is,  it  seems, 
gaining  mastery  of  the  consciousness  of  the  region's  peoples.  The  PRC 
recently  adhered  to  the  Rarotonga  Treaty,  named  in  honor  of  the  island 
on  which  the  treaty  on  a  nuclear-free  zone  in  the  South  Pacific  first  came 
into  force.  The  Soviet  Union  was  the  first  of  the  nuclear  powers  to  sign 
the  protocol  to  this  treaty.  We  in  the  Soviet  Union  also  felt  satisfaction: 
Here  is  another  sphere  where  our  position  coincides  with  China's.  Beijing's 
signature  came  soon  after  Washington's  refusal  to  adhere  to  the  treaty. 

I  asked  All  Altas,  Indonesian  permanent  representative  to  the  United 
Nations,  for  his  view  on  the  possibility  of  holding  a  Helsinki-type 
conference  in  Asia: 

"We  welcome  what  was  achieved  in  Helsinki.  This  experience  is  an  asset 
for  the  entire  world  community.  But  if  Europe  is  characterized  by  the 
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homogeneity  of  its  problems,  in  Asia  the  picture  is  far  more  varied. 

We  have  very  varied  problems:  Some  are  inherited  from- the  past,  others 
were  born  in  the  course  of  present-day  development.  The  conflicts  and 
problems  of  different  subregions  ate  entirely  dissimilar.  What  is  to  be  done. 
Solve  regional  problems  first,  or  at  least  alleviate  them  to  a  certain 
level,  and  then  tackle  the  broader  tasks.  Or  act  in  parallel?  I  cannot 
iudge.  I  am  convinced  that  it  is  necessary  to  widen  the  dialogue  and 
accumulate  experience,  focusing  attention  on  what  has  been  achieved. 

In  this  respect  the  idea  of  a  regional  center  for  peace  and  disarmament 
is  a  very  useful  one." 

It  was  not  very  easy  to  get  a  meeting  with  V.F.  Petrovskiy,  USSR  deputy 
foreign  minister.  Twice  he  was  delivering  reports,  then  he  was  taking 
part  in  debates,  meeting  with  Chinese  diplomats  and  scientists,  and  givi  g 
interviews  to  newspapermen. 

"Here  I  have  sensed  how  actively  Asia  has  become  involved  to  constructive 
dialogue  and  the  quest  for  ways  of  creating  a  secure  world  throug 
disarmament.  The  interest  in  our  disarmament  program  is  indisputable. 

This  program  is  democratic  in  its  very  nature.  We  are  convinced  that 
the  strength  and  superiority  of  a  state  must  be  associated  not  with  nuclea 
or  other  weapons,  but  with  reason,  humanism,  democratic  behavior,  and 
the  contribution  to  the  establishment  of  common  human  values.  The  phrase 
'the  Vladivostok  speech'  has  entered  the  political  vocabulary.  That 
is  a  fact.  Many  people  pin  hopes  on  it  for  the  creation  of  a  secure 
peace  in  Asia.  It  is  noteworthy  that  everyone  is  convinced  that  such  a 
system  is  vitally  necessary.  The  question  is  only  when  and  how  to  set 
it  up.  It  has  been  said,  for  Instance,  that  crisis  situations  must  be 
settled  before  disarmament.  But  other  voices  have  also  been  heard: 

This  artificial  sequence  of  events  is  not  necessary.  Otherwise  you 

cannot  break  out  of  the  vicious  circle.  Everyone  realizes  that  the 

time  has  come  to  act.  Our  argument  is  simple:  We  must  begin  with  ourselves. 

Restructuring  is  the  best  argument  in  favor  of  our  peaceful  intentions. 

The  main  thing  is  not  to  slacken  our  efforts. 

(Yasusi  Akasi),  deputy  secretary  general  of  the.  United  Nations,  was  clearly 
pleased  with  the  Beijing  forum: 

"It  took  place  at  a  noteworthy  time  of  serious  political  dialogue  between 
the  USSR  and  the  United  States.  China  the  host  country  as  y 

been  taking  a  far  more  active  part  in  debates  on  ® 

United  Nations  and  elsewhere.  The  debates,  (Yasusi  Akasi)  noted,  were  o 
a  high  level,  in  an  atmosphere  of  frankness.  We  realize  that  progress 
is  hard.  But  hope  has  appeared." 


"Are  you  an  optimist?" 

"A  cautious  optimist,  perhaps.  Despite  the  frequent  disappointments 
lost  hopes,  we  dare  not  be  pessimists.  After  Reykjavik  people  realized  that  it 
is  possible  to  agree.  I  have  just  been  to  the  Disarmament  Conference  in 
oLLa:  Serious  work  Is  in  progress  and  efforts  are  being  wade  to  reach 
agreement  on  chemical  weapons.  And  if  there  Is  one  agreement,  a  second  wi 
follow...  So  let  us  be  optimists,  without  exaggerated  hope. 
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RELATED  ISSUES 


BEIJING  REVIEW  DISCUSSES  UN  CONFERENCE 


Beijing  BEIJING  REVIEW  in  English  Vol  30  No  14,  6  Apr  87  pp  8-^9 


[Article  by  Jiang  Wandi] 
[Text] 


TThe  14th  United  Nations 

■  Regional  Conference  for  the 
World  Disarmament  Campaign 
was  held  in  Beijing  from  March  23 
to  27. 

Attending  the  conference  were 
more  than  30  officials,  experts  and 
well-known  figures  from  the 
Soviet  Union,  the  United  States, 
Sweden,  Canada  and  1 4  Asian  and 
Pacific  countries. 

The  world  disarmament  cam¬ 
paign  was  launched  by  a 
unanimous  decision  of  the  second 
special  session  of  the  UN  General 
Assembly  devoted  to  disarma¬ 
ment  on  June  7.  1982.  Its  purpose, 
p  defined  by  member  states,  is  to 
inform,  educate  and  generate 
public  understanding  and  support 
for  the  United  Nations'  goals  in 
the  field  of  arms  limitation  and 
disarmament.  During  the  five 
years  since  then,  a  great  number  of 
non-governmental  organizations 
have  made  use  of  the  forum  to  call 
for  disarmament  and  the  easing  of 
localized  conflicts. 

In  this  regional  disarmament 
conference,  participants  concen¬ 
trated  on  both  nuclear  and  I 


j  conventional  disarmament,  as 
well  as  relationship  between 
disarmament  and  security  on  the 
one  hand  and  development  on  the 
other. 

The  five-day  meeting  was  held 
at  a  lime  when  turbulence  and 
unrest  are  smouldering  through- 
!  out  the  world.  The  arms  race 
between  the  t\\  o  superpowers  is  in 
full  swing,  posing  a  serious  threat 
to  world  peace  and  development. 
Currently,  the  world  expenditure 
for  military  purposes  has  exceeded 
US$1,000  billion  a  year. 

The  deepest  concerns  of  the 
participants  centred  around  nu¬ 
clear  disarmament.  There  are  now 
50,000  nuclear  warheads  in  the 
world  with  a  destruction  capa¬ 
bility  equivalent  to  more  than  ! 

[  million  Hiroshima  bombs.  But  the 
j  production  and  storage  of  conven- 
!  tional  weapons  as  well  as  their 
j  import  and  export  also  worried 
the  participants.  Since  conven¬ 
tional  weapons  arc  most  frequ¬ 
ently  used  in  local  skirmishes  and 
regional  con fi lets,  they  have  cost 
hundreds  of  thousands  of 
casualties  and  unbearable  debt  for 
some  third  world  countries. 
Though  rareh  used,  chemical  and 
biological  w^eapons  were  denoun- 
I  ced  strongK  and  participants 
I  called  for  a  motion  to  prohibit 
them  altogether  because  such 
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weapons  are  easy  to  store  and  hide 
and  can  cause  tremendous  per¬ 
sonal  and  environmental  damage. 

Many  participants  paid  seri¬ 
ous  attention  to  issues  relating  to 
the  verifications  of  disarmament. 
These  delegates  pointed  out  that 
obscure  provisions  in  existing 
disarmament  agreements, 

inadequate  information  given  to 
other  countries  and  even  develop¬ 
ment  in  technology  have  increased 
the  difficulty  of  verification. 
Delegates  from  Canada,  Pakistan 
and  other  countries  put  forward 
some  concrete  proposals  at  the 
conference.  They  applauded  the 
practical  measures  taken  by  such 
international  bodies  as  the 
International  Atomic  Energy 
Agency  (IAEA),  whose  safeguard 
system  is  regarded  as  a  model  of 
efficacious  verification. 

All  the  participants  shared  the 
view  that  each  nation,  large  or 
small,  has  vital  security  concerns 
rooted  in  its  history,  geographical 
location  and  global  outlook,  and 
each  has  a  legitimate  right  to  its 
national  security.  Talking  about 
the  world  disarmament  campaign, 
Bangladesh  delegate  Syed  A. 
Hossain  said  that  without  the 
efforts  of  small  countries,  the  goal 
of  the  movement  can  never  be 
reached.  The  Deputy  Foreign 
Minister  of  USSR  Vladimir 
Petrovsky  said  it  was  this  kind  of 
conference  that  gave  not  only 
high-level  decision  makers  but 
common  people  themselves  the 
chance  to  take  charge  of  affairs 
and  to  see  who  is  who  in  the 
question  of  disarmament. 

Mutual  trust  and  mutual 
confidence  were  discussed  at  the 
conference.  Lynn  M.  Hansen,  the 
head  of  the  Delegation  of  the 
United  States  to  the  Conference 
on  Disarmament  told  Beijing 
Review,  '‘One  of  the  greatest 
difficulties  is  the  suspicion  be¬ 
tween  the  major  powers  and  other 
concerned  countries — each 
thinks  the  other  is  cheating,  and 
this  is  what  we  would  deal  with  on 
this  occasion.” 
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RELATED  ISSUES 


PRC  PREMIER  REITERATES  DISARMAMENT  STAND 

OW040226  Beijing  XINHUA  Domestic  Service  in  Chinese  1431  GMT  3  Apr  87 
[Excerpt] 

Beijing,  3  Apr  (XINHUA)  ~  Premier  Zhao  Ziyang  said  tonight  that  China  is 
willing  to  join  the  peace-loving  peoples  of  Sweden  and  other  countries  in  making 
continued  efforts  to  achieve  genuine  disarmament  and  safeguard  world  peace* 

At  a  banquet  in  honor  of  Swedish  Prime  Minister  Ingvar  Carlsson  and  his  wife  in  the 
Great  Hall  of  the  People,  Zhao  Ziyang  reiterated  China's  independent  foreign  policy  for 
peace.  He  said:  Opposing  the  arms  race  to  promote  effective  disarmament  is  an 
important  part  of  China's  foreign  policy.  The  two  superpowers,  possessing  the  greatest 
nuclear  arsenals  and  conventional  armaments  in  the  world,  bear  a  special  responsibility 
for  nuclear  and  conventional  disarmament.  They  should  take  the  lead  in  drastically 
reducing  their  arms. 

He  said:  China,  as  a  nuclear  nation,  has  never  shirked  its  responsibilities  for 
nuclear  disarmament.  Since  the  first  day  that  China  had  nuclear  weapons  it  has 
declared  that  under  no  circumstances  will  it  be  the  first  to  use  nuclear  weapons,  and 
that  accordingly,  it  will  not  use  nor  threaten  to  use  nuclear  weapons  against 
non-nuclear  nations  and  nuclear-free  zones.  China  stands  for  complete  prohibition  and 
thorough  destruction  of  nuclear  weapons,  and  holds  that  nuclear  disarmament  and 
conventional  disarmament  are  inseparable  and  should  be  carried  out  simultaneouly. 
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RELATED  ISSUES 


PRC  PEOPLE’S  DAILY  ON  WASTE  OF  RESOURCES  IN  ARMS  RACE 
HK151238  Beijing  RENMIN  RIBAO  in  Chinese  13  Apr  87  p  6 

[Article  by  Y1  Yun  (0076  0061):  ”The  Arms  Race  Is  a  Scourge  to  the  Common  People"] 

[Text]  Reportedly,  by  the  end  of  1986,  the  total  debts  owed  by  developing  countries 
I  amounted  to  $1,035  billion;  while  in  1985,  the  world’s  total  military  expenses 
1  increased  to  some  $1,000  billion  (with  the  two  superpowers,  the  United  States  and  the 

iiviet  Union,  accounting  for  more  than  half  of  this  figure)*  These  two  startling 
gures  may  give  people  much  food  for  thought. 

I  the  one  hand,  so  much  money  has  been  spent  on  making  all  kinds  of  weapons  and  on  the 
ms  race;  on  the  other  hand,  so  many  nations  cannot  make  ends  meet  and  are  so  heavily 
debt.  What  a  miserable  imbalance  this  is!  What  the  people  of  the  Third  World 
untries  long  for  is  peace  and  development,  or  a  rise  in  their  living  standards.  They 
te  the  arms  race  of  the  superpowers.  Even  in  the  developed  countries,  a  large  number 
elderly  people,  women,  and  children  are  still  living  below  the  poverty  line  and 
gently  need  care  and  relief. 

a  part  of  the  world’s  military  expenses,  even  a  very  small  part,  is  used  to  help  the 
veloping  countries,  then  many  good  things  may  be  done.  For  example,  a  modern  tank 
cdsts  about  $1  million,  and  this  money  can  be  used  to  build  1,000  classrooms  for  30,000 
children.  Last  year,  the  United  Nations  spent  the  equivalent  of  half  of  the  world’s 
military  expense  for  one  hour  and  succeeded  in  stopping  a  locust  disaster  in  Africa  and 
protecting  the  food  grain  for  1.2  million  people  in  one  year. 

It\ /seems  that  there  is  no  relation  between  the  $1,000  billion  debts  and  the  $1,000 
bi||lion  military  expenses.  In  fact,  a  certain  relationship  does  exist  between  the 
twOj.  They  show  that  the  huge  military  expenses  have  harmed  the  interests  of  the  less 
developed  countries,  intensified  the  lopsided  development  of  the  international  economy, 
and  brought  deep  sufferings  to  the  common  people  throughout  the  world. 
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